This  is  a  digital  copy  of  a  book  that  was  preserved  for  generations  on  library  shelves  before  it  was  carefully  scanned  by  Google  as  part  of  a  project 
to  make  the  world's  books  discoverable  online. 

It  has  survived  long  enough  for  the  copyright  to  expire  and  the  book  to  enter  the  public  domain.  A  public  domain  book  is  one  that  was  never  subject 
to  copyright  or  whose  legal  copyright  term  has  expired.  Whether  a  book  is  in  the  public  domain  may  vary  country  to  country.  Public  domain  books 
are  our  gateways  to  the  past,  representing  a  wealth  of  history,  culture  and  knowledge  that's  often  difficult  to  discover. 

Marks,  notations  and  other  marginalia  present  in  the  original  volume  will  appear  in  this  file  -  a  reminder  of  this  book's  long  journey  from  the 
publisher  to  a  library  and  finally  to  you. 

Usage  guidelines 

Google  is  proud  to  partner  with  libraries  to  digitize  public  domain  materials  and  make  them  widely  accessible.  Public  domain  books  belong  to  the 
public  and  we  are  merely  their  custodians.  Nevertheless,  this  work  is  expensive,  so  in  order  to  keep  providing  this  resource,  we  have  taken  steps  to 
prevent  abuse  by  commercial  parties,  including  placing  technical  restrictions  on  automated  querying. 

We  also  ask  that  you: 

+  Make  non-commercial  use  of  the  files  We  designed  Google  Book  Search  for  use  by  individuals,  and  we  request  that  you  use  these  files  for 
personal,  non-commercial  purposes. 

+  Refrain  from  automated  querying  Do  not  send  automated  queries  of  any  sort  to  Google's  system:  If  you  are  conducting  research  on  machine 
translation,  optical  character  recognition  or  other  areas  where  access  to  a  large  amount  of  text  is  helpful,  please  contact  us.  We  encourage  the 
use  of  public  domain  materials  for  these  purposes  and  may  be  able  to  help. 

+  Maintain  attribution  The  Google  "watermark"  you  see  on  each  file  is  essential  for  informing  people  about  this  project  and  helping  them  find 
additional  materials  through  Google  Book  Search.  Please  do  not  remove  it. 

+  Keep  it  legal  Whatever  your  use,  remember  that  you  are  responsible  for  ensuring  that  what  you  are  doing  is  legal.  Do  not  assume  that  just 
because  we  believe  a  book  is  in  the  public  domain  for  users  in  the  United  States,  that  the  work  is  also  in  the  public  domain  for  users  in  other 
countries.  Whether  a  book  is  still  in  copyright  varies  from  country  to  country,  and  we  can't  offer  guidance  on  whether  any  specific  use  of 
any  specific  book  is  allowed.  Please  do  not  assume  that  a  book's  appearance  in  Google  Book  Search  means  it  can  be  used  in  any  manner 
anywhere  in  the  world.  Copyright  infringement  liability  can  be  quite  severe. 

About  Google  Book  Search 

Google's  mission  is  to  organize  the  world's  information  and  to  make  it  universally  accessible  and  useful.  Google  Book  Search  helps  readers 
discover  the  world's  books  while  helping  authors  and  publishers  reach  new  audiences.  You  can  search  through  the  full  text  of  this  book  on  the  web 


at|http  :  //books  .  google  .  com/ 


i 


Digitized  by 


Google 


Digitized  by 


Google 


Digitized  by 


Google 


Digitized  by  ^ 


.oogie 


PROPOSED  IMPROVEMENTS  IN  THE 
CONGRESSIONAL  BUDGET  ACT  OF  1974 


HEARINGS 

BEFORE  THE 

COMMITTEE  ON  THE  BUDGET 
UNITED  STATES  SENATE 

NINETY-SEVENTH  CONGRESS 
SEQOND  SESSION 


SEPTEMBER  14,  16,  21,  AND  23,  1982 
Printed  for  the  use  of  the  Committee  on  the  Budget 


U^.  GOVERNMENT  PRINTING  OFFICE 
99-812  O  WASHINGTON  :  1983 


Digitized  by 


Google 


COMMITTEE  ON  THE  BUDGET 
PETE  V.  DOMENia,  New  Mexico,  Chairman 


WILLIAM  L.  ARMSTRONG,  Colorado 

NANCY  LANDON  KASSEBAUM,  Kansas 

RUDY  BOSCHWrrZ,  Minnesota 

ORRIN  G.  HATCH.  Utah 

JOHN  TOWER,  Texas 

MARK  ANDREWS.  North  Dakota 

STEVEN  D.  SYMMS.  Idaho 

CHARLES  GRASSLEY.  Iowa 

ROBERT  W.  KASTEN.  Wisconsin 
.  DAN  QUAYLE.  Indiana 

SLADE  GORTON,  Washington 

Stkphkn  Bbll,  Staff  Director 
LiZABBTH  Tankersliy.  Minority  Staff  Director 
W.  Thomas  Foxwill,  Director  of  Publications 


ERNEST  F.  HOLUNGS,  South  Carolina 

LAWTON  chiles,  Florida 

JOSE^  R.  BIDEN,  Jr.,  Delaware 

J.  BENNETT  JOHNSTON,  Louisiana 

JIM  SASSER.  Tennessee 

GARY  HART.  Colorado 

HOWARD  M.  METZENBAUM.  Ohio 

DONALD  W.  RIEGLE.  Jr..  Michigan 

DANIEL  PATRICK  MOYNIHAN.  New  York 

J.  JAMES  EXON,  Nebraska 


(n) 


Digitized  by 


Google 


CONTENTS 


HEARING  DAYS 


Page 

September  14, 1982 1 

September  16,  1982 73 

September  21,  1982 115 

September  23, 1982 201 

STATEMENTS  BY  COMMITTEE  MEMBERS 

Chairman  Domenici 1,  115,  201 

Senator  HollingB 3 

WITNESSES 

Bellmon,  Hon.  Henry,  cochairman.  Committee  for  a  Responsible  Federal 

Budget,  and  a  former  U.S.  Senator  from  the  State  of  Oklahoma 4 

Biden,  Hon.  Joseph  R.  Jr.,  a  U.S.  Senator  from  the  State  of  Delaware 278 

Bowsher,  Charles  A.,  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States,  accompanied 

by  Author  J.  Corazzini  and  Kenneth  Hunter 142 

Bumpers,  Hon.  Dale,  a  U.S.  Senator  from  the  State  of  Arkansas 285 

Chiles,  Hon.  Lawton,  a  U.S.  Senator  from  the  State  of  Florida 217 

Ford,  Hon.  Wendell  H.,  a  U.S.  Senator  for  the  State  of  Kentucky 247 

Giaimo,  Hon.  Robert  N.,  cochairman.  Committee  for  a  Responsible  Federal 

Budget,  and  a  former  Congressman  from  the  State  of  Connecticut 9 

Gross,  George,  director  of  Federal  relations.  National  League  of  Cities 78 

McEvoy,  John  T.,  chairman.  Department  of  Federal  Policy,  law  firm  of 

Kutak,  Rock  &  Huie 73 

Omstein,  Norman  J.,  American  Enterprise  Institute  and  the  Catholic  Univer- 
sity of  America 100 

Penner,  Rudolph  G.,  American  Enterprise  Institute 97 

Percy,  Hon.  Charles  H.,  a  U.S.  Senator  from  the  State  of  Illinois,  and  chair- 
man. Senate  Foreign  Relations  Committee 208 

Quayle,  Hon.  Dan,  a  U.S.  Senator  from  the  State  of  Indiana 222 

Rivlin,  Alice  M.,  Director,  Congressional  Budget  Ofiice 115 

Roth,  Hon.  William  V.,  Jr.,  a  U.S.  Senator  from  the  State  of  Delaware,  and 

chairman.  Senate  Governmental  Affairs  Committee 201 

APPENDIX 

Letters: 

Funding  Gaps  and  Continuing  Resolutions:  Comptroller  General  Bowsher 

to  Senator  Domenici 303 

Two-Year   Budget   Process   (with   enclosure):   George   Gross,   National 

League  of  Cities  to  Senator  Ford 696 

Position  Papers:  American  Enterprise  Institute  to  Senator  Domenici 400 


Digitized  by 


Google 


IV 

Letters — Continued 

National  Budget  Procedures  (with  enclosure):  Joseph  A.  Pechman,  The  i**<* 

Brookings  Institution  to  Senator  Domenici 429 

CBO  Comments  on  S.  2921:  Alice  Rivlin  to  Senator  Chiles 775 

Papers: 

The  Congressional  Budget  Process:  Review,  Assessment,  and  Suggestions 

for  Change,  by  George  Gross 699 

Questions  and  Answers — Committee  questions  to  witnesses,  written: 

Senator  Biden 312 

George  Gross,  National  League  of  Cities 314 

Senator  Ford 318 

Statements: 

Office  of  Management  and  Budget 327 

Senator  Dole 459 

Senator  Hart 469 

Senator  Moynihan 475 

Congressman  Latta 359 

Chairman  of  the  House  Budget  Committee 362 

Hon.  Henry  Bellmon 58 

Franklin  Jones,  former  counsel  to  the  Senate  Budget  Committee 373 

Ferd  Harrison,  president,  National  League  of  Cities 376 

Stanley  E.  Collender,  publisher.  Federal  Budget  Report 379 

Prof.  George  D.  Brown,  Boston  College  of  Law  School 387 

Bills: 

S.  13 464 

S.  59 777 

S.  265 795 

S.  384 511 

S.  581 786 

S.  582 792 

S.938 521 

S.  1683 571 

S.  1848 513 

S.  2008 664 

S.  2069 473 

S.  2454  with  analysis 480 

S.  2629 524 

S.  2848 808 

S.2864 618 

S.  2921  with  analysis 712 

S.  Res.  22 807 


Digitized  by 


Google 


PROPOSED  IMPROVEMENTS  IN  THE 
CONGRESSIONAL  BUDGET  ACT  OF  1974 


TUESDAY,  SEPTEMBER  14,  1982 

U.S.  Senate, 
Committee  on  the  Budget, 

Washington,  RC 
The  committee  met,  pursuant  to  notice,  at  9:53  a.m.,  in  room 
6202,  Dirksen  Senate  Office  Building,  Hon.  Pete  V.  Domenici, 
chairman  of  the  committee,  presiding. 

Present:  Senators  Domenici,  Kassebaum,  Boschwitz,  Grassley, 
Gorton,  HoUings,  and  Exon. 

Staff  present:  Robert  Fulton,  chief  counsel;  Nell  Payne,  staff  at- 
torney; and  Lizabeth  Tankersley,  minority  staff  director. 
Chairman  Domenici.  The  hearing  will  please  come  to  order. 

OPENING  STATEMENT  OF  CHAIRMAN  DOMENICI 

Today,  we  begin  an  examination  of  possible  improvements  in  the 
Congressional  Budget  and  Impoundment  Act  of  1974.  This  process 
is  one  of  the  most  important  processes  for  our  Nation's  Govern- 
ment. For  purposes  of  today's  hearings,  the  budget  process  should 
be  distinguished  from  taxwriting  and  the  authorization  and  the  ap- 
propriation process. 

The  budget  process  was  created  8  years  ago  after  a  very  lengthy, 
thoughtful,  and  painstaking  analysis  of  ways  in  which  Congress 
could  better  discharge  its  fiscal  responsibilities.  The  design  of  the 
budget  process  as  spelled  out  in  the  act  has  remained  essentially 
unchanged  since  that  act  was  adopted  in  1974. 

Our  purpose  today  and  in  four  additional  hearing  sessions  later 
this  month  is  to  consider  how  the  Budget  Act  has  worked  and  in 
what  ways  it  might  be  improved.  It  is  appropriate  that  these  hear- 
ings be  held  now.  We  have  had  2  years  in  which  unprecedented 
policy  changes  have  been  accomplished  through  this  budget  proc- 
ess. We  should  examine  the  process  in  light  of  the  specific  experi- 
ence of  the  past  2  years. 

Also,  the  Senate,  on  August  4,  approved  Senate  Joint  Resolution 
58,  the  balanced  budget  constitutional  amendment.  If  this  amend- 
ment is  endorsed  by  the  House  and  ratified  by  the  requisite 
number  of  States,  it  will  have  profound  effects  on  the  budget  proc- 
ess. 

It  is  my  opinion  that  we  should  begin  now  to  look  at  the  implica- 
tions and  identify  transition  arrangements  that  would  prepare  Con- 
gress for  that  eventuality. 
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BUDGET  PROCESS  FUNDAMENTALLY  SOUND 

I  have  come  here,  and  I  am  sure  all  my  fellow  Senators  have 
come  here  to  hear  our  distinguished  witnesses  and  to  learn  from 
them.  But  I  will  admit  that  I  come  to  these  hearings  with  some 
strongly  held  personal  views  about  the  process. 

I  think  it  is  fundamentally  sound.  I  think  it  has,  over  the  last  8 
yearsy  proven  that  it  is  viable  and  that  it  is  useful  for  our  country. 
Without  the  act,  I  believe  Ck>ngress  would  be  far  less  able  in  today's 
world  to  deal  with  the  policies  that  are  either  in  effect  now  or  that 
we  must  adopt  in  the  future.  Without  the  act,  I  doubt  that  Ck>n- 
gress  would  have  enacted  the  recent  major  changes  in  Federal 
taxing  and  spending  patterns.  The  major  reconciliation  bills  of  the 
last  3  years  have  been  an  important  part  of  that. 

FIVE  ASPECTS  OF  PROCESS  NEED  STRENGTHENING 

I  also  recognize  that  our  experience  with  this  process  has 
brought  to  light  the  need  for  certain  changes.  To  the  extent  that 
these  hearings  help  us  to  refine  and  improve  the  act,  they  will  be 
of  great  benefit.  I  will  be  especially  interested  in  hecuing  ideas  on 
strengthening  five  aspects  of  the  process. 

First,  we  should  consider  whether  the  current  tools  for  congres- 
sional enforcement  of  budget  decisions  are  adequate.  Do  we  need 
move  vigorous  enforcement  mechanisms?  If  we  do,  should  they  in- 
clude strengthened  enforcement  at  the  committee  and  subcommit- 
tee levels?  What,  if  any,  changes  should  be  made  in  the  reconcili- 
ation procedures? 

Second,  I  believe  we  should  very  carefully  examine  the  overall 
budget  timetable.  All  Members  of  Ck>ngress  are  aware  of  the 
amoimt  of  time  that  the  budget  process  consumes  and  of  problems 
Ck>ngress  is  having  in  meeting  its  other  deadlines  imposed  by  the 
Budget  Act. 

Is  there  a  way  to  make  the  deadlines  more  realistic  without  less- 
ening the  pressure  on  Ck>ngress  to  make  timely  fiscal  decisions? 
Would  a  2-ye€u:  budget  cycle,  in  tandem  with  multiyear  authoriza- 
tions and  2-year  appropriations  for  most  programs,  be  a  good  alter- 
native? 

Third,  we  should  consider  whether  the  mechanisms  of  impound- 
ment and  control  in  title  X  of  the  act  need  to  be  changed  to  enable 
Congress  and  the  President  to  keep  actual  outlays  from  exceeding 
those  adopted  in  the  budget  resolutions. 

One  of  the  achievements  of  the  act  is  the  orderly  framework  for 
consideration  of  proposed  executive  branch  impoundments.  But  the 
existing  impoundment  provisions  have  not  resulted  in  actual  out- 
lays being  held  at  planned  levels.  Would  it  be  advisable  to  establish 
some  type  of  process  to  help  limit  growth  of  hard  to  control  Federal 
expenditures,  such  as  entitlements? 

Fourth,  we  need  to  examine  the  full  range  of  Federal  fiscal  activ- 
ities in  relationship  to  the  budget  process.  Should  spending  of  so- 
called  offbudget  agencies  be  included  in  the  budget  totals?  Should 
the  process  devote  more  attention  to  tax  expenditures  and  Federal 
credit  activities? 
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These  elements  of  Federal  activity  are  an  important  part  of  the 
policy,  but  they  hiave  been  dealt  with  only  marginally  in  this 
budget  process;  that  is,  the  Budget  and  Impoimdment  Act  itself. 

Finally,  I  believe  we  should  consider  what  adjustments  in  the 
process  and  in  the  Budget  Act  would  be  required  if  the  balanced 
budget  constitutioncd  amendment  became  law. 

I  am  hopeful  that  the  hearings  we  are  now  beginning  will  ad- 
dress these  and  other  relevant  issues.  We  need  to  illuminate  these 
issues  so  that  the  committee  can  take  steps  to  assure  that  the  act, 
which  is  cdready  a  notable  success,  can  continue  to  be  successful  in 
the  years  ahead.  I  hope  we  can  show  how  the  congressional  budget 
process  will  remain  strong,  effective  and  capable  of  producing  fiscal 
policy  that  the  Congress  and  the  people  want. 

I  am  pleased  to  yield  to  my  distinguished  ranking  member.  Sena- 
tor Hollings. 

OPENING  STATEMENT  OF  SENATOR  HOLLINGS 

Senator  Holungs.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  Like  all  of  us,  we 
are  here  in  gratitude  and  respect  for  the  contribution  made  to  the 
credibility  of  the  budget  process  by  both  Senator  Bellmon  and 
Chairman  Giaimo.  No  two  have  done  a  greater  job  in  that  regard, 
and  they  continue  to  do  it  with  the  Committee  for  a  Responsible 
Federal  Budget. 

So,  I  think  the  Budget  Committee,  the  Congress  and  the  Govern- 
ment generally  are  indebted  to  the  movement  they  have  begun  to 
give  imparticd,  rationed,  and  expert  consideration  of  the  budget,  its 
process  and  perhaps  some  amendments. 

I  hesitate  to  discuss  amendments  at  this  particular  time.  When 
you  gentlemen  were  here,  we  were  ail  talking  about  being  a  line- 
item  conmiittee — that  we  were  not.  We  were  not  going  to  preempt 
the  authorizing  committees. 

Now,  we  have  in  certain  cases  the  preemption  by  the  authorizing 
committees  of  the  process.  For  example,  on  the  Commerce  Commit- 
tee, the  chairman  of  that  committee  passed  his  communications 
bill  as  part  of  the  budget  reconciliation  bill  last  year,  and  this  ye€u: 
he  cut  back  the  membership  of  the  ICC  and  the  Federal  Communi- 
cations Commission  on  the  reconciliation  bill.  He  loves  it.  In  other 
words,  he  just  waits  for  the  reconciliation  bill  to  come  and  any 
kind  of  knotty  or  controversial  matter,  he  will  attach  to  it,  and  so 
thinks  it  is  just  a  wonderful  thing. 

This,  then,  really  erodes  our  credibility  and  joins  with  those  on 
the  appropriations  side  who  are  either  jealous  or  are  wondering 
just  exactly  what  the  budget  process  is  going  to  do  to  them.  In  the 
next  montn,  we  will  possibly  pass  no  appropriations  bills;  we  will 
only  pass  a  continuing  resolution. 

&>,  if  you  get  the  budget  process  taking  over  the  authorizing  and 
appropriations  processes,  then  we  really  should  stop  and  consider 
that  carefully. 

In  that  vein,  I  welcome  you  both  because  I  know  you  can  sit  back 
more  dispassionately  and  give  us  better  judgment  than  we  close  to 
the  fire  here  in  Washington  can  give.  So,  I  thank-  you  very  much. 

I  do  not  think,  even  though  we  might  get  some  good  suggestions, 
that  we  ought  to  move  to  amend  the  Budget  Act  this  ye€u:  because 


Digitized  by 


Google 


there  is  a  good  movement  afoot  to  do  away  with  the  whole  thing  as 
a  result  of  some  of  the  observations  I  have  made. 

There  is  an  old  observation,  too,  at  home  that  even  though  the 
gun  may  be  well  aimed,  if  the  recoil  is  going  to  kill  the  gun  crew, 
you  just  do  not  fire  the  gun.  So,  we  may  have  good  aims  and  ideas 
with  some  of  the  amendments  afoot,  and  the  fact  that  we  do  not 
put  them  through  this  year  is  not  a  rejection  of  them;  it  is  just  a 
bad  time  this  year,  in  this  particular  atmosphere,  to  pass  any 
amendment,  I  believe. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Chairman  DoBfENici.  Thank  you.  Senator  Rollings. 

Senator  Bellmon,  did  you  want  to  proceed  first? 

Mr.  Bellmon.  That  would  be  agreeable,  I  believe. 

Chairman  DoBfENici.  Henry,  we  welcome  you  here.  I  think  you 
know  the  esteem  in  which  this  conmiittee  holds  you,  and  that  the 
whole  Senate  does.  And  I  join  Senator  Hollings  in  commending  you 
not  only  for  your  dedication,  but  also  for  the  committee  which  you 
and  Chairman  Giaimo  have  stcurted.  I  think  it  is  going  to  be  of  ex- 
treme help  in  all  fiscal  matters  for  our  coimtry  and  I  compliment 
you  on  it. 

Senator  Bellmon. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  HENRY  BELLMON,  COCHAIRMAN,  COMMIT- 
TEE FOR  A  RESPONSIBLE  FEDERAL  BUDGET,  AND  FORMER 
U.S.  SENATOR  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  OKLAHOMA 

Mr.  Bellmon.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  appreciate  the  oppor- 
tunity to  testify  this  morning  and  to  be  back  in  these  familiar  sur- 
roimdings. 

I  want  to  begin  by  making  a  couple  of  extraneous  comments. 
First  of  cdl,  I  notice  there  is  a  change  in  format  here.  We  formerly 
had  members  of  the  committee  and  witnesses  on  the  same  level. 
You  are  now  in  a  position  to  poimce  on  us. 

Chairman  DoBfENici.  That  is  right.  We  even  have  a  new  gavel. 

Senator  Holungs.  Yes.  You  have  never  been  mayor  of  a  town? 
[Laughter.] 

Mr.  Bellmon.  I  was  about  to  say  that  imder  Chairman  Muskie 
and  Chairman  Hollings,  there  never  was  any  need  for  the  commit- 
tee to  have  an  advantage  in  poimcing.  They  always  seemed  to 
poimce  very  well  from  the  same  level  as  the  witnesses  were,  and  I 
do  not  know  what  this  means  as  far  as  the  new  committee  chair- 
man is  concerned. 

Also,  I  wanted  to  comment  that  the  fact  that  I  am  sitting  here  to 
the  left  of  Bob  Giaimo  just  means  one  thing,  and  that  is  I  am  about 
to  get  in  the  welfare  business.  I  may  find  myself  on  the  other  side 
of  some  of  these  budgetary  issues  as  the  months  go  by,  but  I  prom- 
ise you  I  will  not  be  back  bothering  the  conmiittee  with  that. 

I  would  like  to  begin  by  congratulating  and  commending  the 
Committee  on  the  Budget  for  the  way  it  has  used  the  budget  proc- 
ess to  accomplish  what  might  have  seemed  to  be  impossible  objec- 
tives earlier.  When  I  left  the  Senate  roughly  2  years  ago,  there  was 
some  concern  that  the  process  might  be  weakened  and  in  danger  of 
being  destroyed.  It  seems  to  me  that  these  past  2  years  h^^ve  great- 
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ly  strengthened  the  budget  process  and  given  it  a  permanency 
which  I  was  not  certain  it  had  at  the  time  we  were  working  with  it. 

BUDGET  ACT  SHOULD  NOT  BE  AMENDED 

It  seems  to  me  that  these  last  2  years  have  done  away  with  that 
concern.  I  believe  the  budget  process  is  here  to  stay.  I  think  the  act 
is  working  well,  and  the  main  reason  I  am  here  this  morning  is  to 
suggest  that  you  not  go  into  a  process  of  tinkering  with  it  and 
amending  it  at  this  time.  I  am  afraid  that  if  the  act  is  opened  up  to 
major  amendment,  the  net  result  will  be  a  weakened  act  and  not 
the  kind  of  strengthening  that  I  think  all  of  us  here  would  like  to 
see.  So,  the  main  thrust  of  what  I  want  to  say  is  that  I  feel  the  act 
is  working  well  and  it  should  not  be  seriously  tinkered  with  at  this 
time. 

(X)NSTrrUTIONAL  AMENDMENT  REQUIRING  BALANCED  BUDGET 
UNACCEPTABLE 

Now,  then,  having  said  that,  there  are  a  couple  of  other  com- 
ments I  want  to  get  into.  One  is  that  I  do  not  believe  that  the  pas- 
sage of  the  proposed  constitutional  amendment  would  make  a 
major  change  in  the  process  of  government.  I  am  one  of  those  who 
formerly  served  as  a  Governor  of  a  State  that  had  a  requirement 
that  we  balance  our  budget,  and  it  works  well  at  the  State  level.  In 
fact,  I  do  not  see  how  you  could  govern  a  State  without  it.  There 
are  so  many  pressures  to  spend  and  so  few  pressures  to  tax  that  I 
think  most  States  would  wmd  up  with  enormous  debts  which  they 
could  not  service. 

But  at  the  Federal  level,  I  find  it  is  a  different  bcdlgame.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  when  I  firBt  came  here  about  14  years  ago,  I  intro- 
duced a  whole  series  of  bills  aimed  at  trying  to  force  a  balanced 
budget.  But  after  having  served  here  a  while,  I  fincdly  realized 
there  is  simply  no  way  to  pass  a  law  or  a  constitutional  amend- 
ment that  will  require  the  Congress  to  take  actions  that  are  not  po- 
litically acceptable. 

This  is  a  political  body  and  if  there  is  some  constitutioncd  amend- 
ment requiring  that  the  budget  be  bcdanced  when  it  is  not  political- 
ly possible  to  do  that,  we  will  find  ways  to  make  end  runs  around  it 
through  putting  matters  off  budget  or  creating  capital  budgets  or 
other  ways  that  Congress  would  very  quickly  invent. 

So,  I  feel  the  Congress  is  more  or  less  wasting  its  time  in  trying 
to  pass  a  constitutional  amendment  that  would  have,  I  believe,  the 
net  result  of  failing  and  making  our  constituents  more  cynical 
about  the  process  of  government  than  they  cdready  are,  and  that  is 
a  major  problem  in  the  country  cdready. 

The  fact  that  during  the  present  administration,  it  is  likely  that 
something  like  a  half  trillion  dollars  is  going  to  be  added  to  the 
Federcd  debt  is  going  to  make  balancing  the  budget  much  more  dif- 
ficult, and  certainly  there  is  nothing  that  has  happened  so  far  that 
would  encourage  anyone  to  believe  that  balancing  the  budget  by  a 
constitutioncd  amendment  is  going  to  be  possible. 

By  the  way,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  two  statements  that  I  would 
like  to  offer  for  the  record.  I  do  not  know  whether  they  need  to  be 
printed,  but  at  least  I  would  like  to  have  them  filed.  O^e  is  a  joint 
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statement  by  Congressman  Giaimo  and  myself,  and  the  other  is  a 
copy  of  a  statement  that  I  made  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  on  De- 
cember 5,  1980,  which  detcdls  several  changes  in  the  Budget  Act 
that  I  felt  at  that  time  should  be  made,  and  which  even  at  this 
time  when  the  climate  is  right  for  amending  the  act,  I  feel  would 
be  wortliy  of  the  committee's  consideration.  So,  I  would  like  to  give 
those  for  your  record. 
Chairman  DoifENici.  Those  will  be  made  part  of  the  record.^ 

MAKE  FIRST  RESOLUTION  BINDING 

Mr.  Bellmon.  Now,  then,  to  get  down  to  some  things  that  have 
happened  to  the  budget  process  since  I  left,  the  first  thing  is  that  I 
believe  you  have  been  wise,  as  you  did  in  this  current  fiscal  year, 
to  make  the  first  resolution  binding.  The  old  process  of  having  a 
first  resolution  which  no  one  felt  was  going  to  stick  and  then 
coming  in  later  with  a  second  resolution  tliat  was  the  bindinyg  reso- 
lution, I  feel  was  not  a  good  process  and  that  the  way  you  €u-e  oper- 
ating now  is  much  better.  So,  I  would  strongly  urge  that  the  proce- 
dure of  making  the  first  resolution  binding  is  the  right  one. 

Practically  everyone  feels  that  the  budget  process  has  caused 
Congress  to  spena  too  much  time  working  on  budgets,  and  by 
having  only  one  resolution  and  making  it  binding,  you  get  away 
fi-om  at  least  part  of  the  time  that  the  budget  process  formerly  con- 
sumed. 

It  is  also  hard  to  persuade  Congress  to  take  seriously  the  deci- 
sions reached  in  the  first  resolution  so  long  as  you  know  vou  are 
Roing  to  be  revising  them  in  the  fall.  And  if  it  does  prove  mat  you 
nave  to  have  another  resolution,  there  is  always  an  opportunity  to 
do  that. 

Also,  once  reconciliation  is  included  in  the  first  resolution,  its 
totals  become  for  all  practical  purposes  binding  on  the  committees 
that  are  directed  to  report  reconciuation  legislation.  So,  to  me,  j^ou 
can  do  it  all  in  the  first  resolution,  and  I  commend  you  for  having 
made  that  change  and  urge  you  to  keep  it. 

extraneous  matter  in  reconciliation 

Senator  Hollings  already  raised  the  issue  about  extraneous 
matter  in  reconciliation,  and  clearly  this  is  a  great  danger.  I 
strongly  support  reconciliation.  As  you  will  remember,  the  Senate 
first  proposed  this,  I  believe,  back  in  1980,  and  the  process  has  now 
come  to  be  a  minor  part  of  the  activities  of  the  committee.  It  is  the 
backbone  of  the  budget  process.  It  allows  Congress  to  expeditiously 
enact  specific  changes  m  law  to  achieve  specific  objectives,  once 
you  agree  that  these  objectives  are  so  important  that  they  warrant 
the  use  of  this  extraordinary  enforcing  mechanism. 

But  in  order  to  insure  that  Congress  has  the  opportunity  to  con- 
sider reconciliation  legislation  in  a  timely  manner,  the  Budget  Act 
includes  rules  to  limit  time  for  debate  on  these  bills  and  requires 
that  amendments  to  reconciliation  bills  be  germane. 

In  the  Senate,  as  every  one  of  jrou  knows,  this  flies  in  the  face  of 
the  tradition  which  values  very  highly  each  member's  right  to  offer 


^See  pp.  33  and  58. 
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an  amendment  to  any  bill  and  to  talk  as  long  as  he  or  she  may 
wish.  So,  when  you  begin  using  the  reconciliation  process  under 
these  limited  debate  rules  to  do  what  would  otherwise  be  legislat- 
ing bills,  you  are  taking  a  chance  on  finally  offending  so  many 
members  of  the  Senate  that  I  believe  the  budget  process  could  be 
seriously  injured.  So,  I  would  strongly  urge  that  either  through 
rules  or  if  the  act  is  ever  amended,  the  reconciliation  process  be 
limited  and  that  extraneous  matters  not  be  considered  on  reconcili- 
ation bills. 

For  instance,  the  1981  reconciliation  bill  included  several 
changes  in  law  that  had  nothing  whatsoever  to  do  with  saving 
money.  I  am  talking  about  tax-exempt  lending  authority  for  the 
Student  Loan  Marketing  Association.  This  kind  of  legislation 
should  be  avoided  in  future  reconciliation  bills. 

It  is  unlikely  that  the  Senate  will  consistently  agree  to  debate 
major  changes  in  law  which  have  nothing  to  do  with  saving  money 
under  the  limits  of  the  Budget  Act  for  reconciliation  bills,  and  it  is 
for  this  reason  that  I  urge  that  the  process  be  guarded  carefully. 

TWO-YEAR  BUDGET  CYCLE 

Now,  then,  in  the  statement  I  made  back  in  1980,  I  spent  a  con- 
siderable amount  of  time  talking  about  a  2-year  budget  cycle,  and  I 
still  believe  that  that  is  one  of  the  changes  that  the  Congress  ought 
to  consider.  It  really  has  not  a  great  deal  to  do  with  the  Budget 
Act,  per  se,  but  the  budget  and  appropriations  process  consumes 
such  a  tremendous  amount  of  congressional  time  and  effort  that 
any  actions  that  would  reduce  the  amount  of  time  spent  on  this 
process,  I  believe  would  be  in  the  interests  of  better  government. 

By  going  to  a  2-year  budget  and  appropriations  cycle,  we  would 
stop  this  business  of  tying  up  the  time  of  roughly  half  the  members 
of  the  Senate  on  these  matters  by  adopting  a  process  where,  during 
the  first  year  of  a  new  Congress,  you  worked  on  budget  and  the  ap- 
propriating process  and,  in  the  second  year  of  the  Congress,  worked 
on  authorizations  and  legislation.  I  believe  you  could  spare  the 
Members  of  the  enormous  load  of  going  through  this  process  twice. 

In  addition  to  that,  it  would  save  the  executive  branch  a  very 
substantial  amount  of  time  and  money  because  a  very  large 
number  of  people  in  the  executive  brancn  are  involved  in  prepar- 
ing budgets  and  in  defending  their  requests  here  before  the  Con- 


I  remember  when  I  first  went  on  the  Appropriations  Committee, 
I  wrote  to  various  agencies,  including  the  Defense  Department  and 
what  was  then  the  Department  of  Hecdth,  Education,  and  Welfare, 
and  the  Department  of  Interior,  asking  how  many  people-years 
were  devoted  to  preparing  the  submissions  they  made  to  the  Con- 
gress in  their  appropriations  requests. 

I  remember  very  well  that  the  Defense  Department  claimed  that 
they  spent  over  2,000  people-years  in  preparing  their  appropri- 
ations request,  and  the  Depcurtment  of  HEW  said  they  spent  over 
700  people-years  in  preparing  their  appropriations  request. 

If  we  went  to  a  2-year  budget  cycle,  it  is  obvious  that  it  would 
take  only  roughly  half  as  many  people  to  do  that  job  because  they 
would  have  twice  as  long  to  work  at  it.  So,  I  strongly  recommend 
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that  the  Congress  proceed  in  the  direction  of  going  to  a  2-year 
budget  (^cle.  I  believe  that  the  chairman  has  ahready  brought  that 
up,  but  I  strongly  recommend  it  That  is  one  major  change  in  this 
process  that  ought  to  be  considered. 

COORDINATB  FISCAL  AND  MONETARY  POUCT 

The  other  point  I  would  like  to  make,  and  this  really  does  not 
bear  directly  on  the  budget  process,  but  it  is  the  fact  that  we  seem 
to  have  failed  in  government  to  find  a  way  to  carefully  coordinate 
fisc€d  and  monetary  policy.  I  remember  very  well,  and  I  cannot 
recall  which  year  it  was,  but  Congress  went  tiirough  the  process  of 
trying  to  pass  some  bills  aimed  at  stimulating  the  economy. 

We  had  a  hearing  before  this  committee  in  which  Arthur  Bums 
testified  that  the  monetary  policy  had  been  structured  to  cancel 
out  the  ve^  things  Congress  nad  done.  So,  we  had  the  very  unusu- 
al result  of  having  created  a  several  billion-dollar  deficit  to  try  to 
stimulate  the  economy,  and  yet  by  monetary  policy  the  Federal  Re- 
serve had  succeeded  in  unstimulating  the  economy.  To  me,  that  is 
a  rather  ridiculous  situation. 

So,  I  would  strongly  urge,  either  formally  or  informallv,  I  am 
trying  to  say  that  I  would  urge  that  this  conunittee,  either  rormally 
or  informally,  find  a  way  not  of  politicizing  the  Federal  Reserve 
Board,  but  of  working  with  them  to  make  certain  that  monetary 
and  fiscal  policy  are  going  in  the  same  direction. 

All  of  you  know  very  well  the  kind  of  a  dog  chasing  its  tail  situa- 
tion we  can  get  into,  and  that  is  that  if  we  have  a  large  deficit  'we 
wind  up  widi  high  interest  and  high  unemployment.  So,  if  you 
have  a  monetary  policy  that  keeps  interest  high  and  produces  a  lot 
of  unemployment,  and  if  we  have  a  fiscal  policy  that  produces  a 
large  deficit  and  you  get  high  interest  and  high  unemployment,  the 
whole  process  is  not  workmg.  So,  the  two  need  to  be  brought  to- 
gether, and  I  believe  it  is  really  this  conunittee  that  is  in  the  best 
position  to  do  that. 

Now,  then,  just  one  other  point  that  really  does  not  deed  too 
much  with  changing  the  Budget  Act,  but  I  would  stronglv  urge 
that  since  Alice  RivUn  is  leaving  the  CSO,  the  authorities,  of  which 
certainly  this  committee  will  be  a  part,  not  delay  at  all.  In  fact,  I 
would  recommend  that  you  move  rapidly  to  find  a  proper  replace- 
ment for  Alice. 

Dr.  Rivlin  has  made  the  CBO  one  of  the  most  important  ele- 
ments in  Government.  She  came,  as  all  of  you  remember,  from 
Brookings,  and  at  the  time  she  arrived  out  here,  there  was  some 
concern  as  to  whether  or  not  she  would  be  satisfied  to  be  a  produc- 
er of  numbers  and  not  try  to  make  recommendations  that  had  the 
effect  of  chan^g  policy. 

But,  over  tune,  I  think  Ms.  Rivlin  has  made  CBO  into  a  very 
credible  source  of  information  about  Government  numbers  and  the 
work  she  has  done  badly  needs  to  be  continued.  So,  I  stnnigly  urge 
that  this  committee  urge  that  a  replacement  for  Dr.  Rivlin  be 
chosen  quickly  and  that  appointment  not  be  left  hanging  long 
enough  that  it  becomes  highly  controversial. 

Also,  I  would  urge  this  committee  to  impress  upon  the  new  Di- 
rector of  CBO  that  the  job  of  that  agency  is  to  produce  numbers. 
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and  that  even  though  program  evaluation  is  a  lot  more  attractive 
to  some  of  the  staff  down  there  that  they  leave  the  job  of  program 
evaluation  up  to  GAO,  generally,  and  that  the  CBO  restrict  itself 
largely  to  the  job  that  it  was  created  to  do.  After  all,  GAO  has  a 
staff,  the  last  I  knew,  of  something  like  5,000,  and  clearly  they 
ought  to  be  able  to  evaluate  programs  without  asking  CBO  to  give 
up  its  m£gor  function. 

NO  NEED  TO  AMEND  BUDGET  ACT  AT  THIS  TIME 

So,  in  summary,  I  would  simply  like  to  say  that  I  believe  the 
Budget  Act  is  sound;  that  it  is  not  in  need  of  serious  amendment  at 
this  time;  that  the  way  it  has  evolved,  it  is  working  extraordinarily 
well.  There  is  some  dissatisfaction  in  the  country  with  the  way 
Government  is  going,  and  there  is  some  tendency  for  people  to 
want  to  shoot  the  messenger,  which  the  Budget  Committee  has  to 
be. 

But  there  is  not  a  need  to  attempt  to  seriously  amend  the  act  at 
this  time,  and  as  long  as  the  act  is  working  as  well  as  it  is,  I  feel 
like  it  ought  to  be  left  alone. 

Chairman  Domenici.  Thank  you  very  much.  Senator  Bellmon. 

Chairman  Giaimo. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  ROBERT  N.  GIAIMO,  COCHAIRMAN,  COM- 
MITTEE FOR  A  RESPONSIBLE  FEDERAL  BUDGET,  AND  FORMER 
CONGRESSMAN  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  CONNECTICUT 

Mr.  Giaimo.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  cannot  ex- 
press to  you  the  pleasure  that  it  is  for  me  to  be  here  today  to  speak 
with  you,  and  the  reason  for  that  is  because  of  the  high  regard  in 
which  I  hold  each  and  every  one  of  you  on  this  committee  and  the 
work  which  vou  have  really  done  in  the  past  2  years  in  behalf  of 
sanity  in  budgeting  and  sanity  in  the  activities  of  Congress. 

My  colleague  from  Oklahoma  and  I  have  been  very  interested  in 
what  happened  and  what  would  happen  to  the  budget  process,  as 
you  know,  and  because  of  that  we  formed  in  1981 — I  guess  it  was  in 
the  Senate  dining  room  one  evening  that  we  decid^  to  go  ahead 
with  trying  to  put  it  together — a  Committee  for  a  Responsible  Fed- 
eral Budget. 

We  do  have  that  committee  in  existence  now.  It  has  got  many 
interested  people  who  are  in  support  of  the  purposes  for  which  the 
budget  process  stands,  and  they  are  there  to  support  the  House  and 
the  Senate  at  all  times  in  tr^g  to  better  implement  and  better 
serve  the  Congress  in  its  efforts  to  develop  sanity  in  budgeting, 
spending  and  fiscal  policy. 

Not  only  that,  but  thanks  to  many  people  in  the  United  Stetes 
who  are  interested  in  helping  us  to  do  this,  we  are  embarking  upon 
an  educational  process  which  we  hope  will  be  at  least  partially  suc- 
cessful in  tiying  to  educate  media  people  and  opinionmakers  and 
many  Americans — certainly,  it  would  be  impossible  to  influence  all 
with  the  kind  of  a  budget  we  have — but  many  people  in  all  parts  of 
the  country  as  to  what  budgeting  is  in  the  Congress  and  what  it 
implies. 

It  is  a  very  complicated  subject,  as  you  know  better  than  anvone 
else,  but  we  hope  perhaps  that  this  will  clarify  the  issue,  make  it 
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more  understandable,  and  therefore  make  your  job  perhaps  a  bit 
easier.  We  hope  to  be  able  to  say  more  about  that  in  the  very  near 
future,  but  we  think  it  will  serve  you  in  good  stead. 

As  you  know,  I  am  looking  at  this  now  from  a  new  perspective 
for  me  of  being  out  of  public  office  after  22  years.  I  did  not  have  a 
farm  to  go  back  to  in  Oklahoma  as  our  dear  friend,  Henry  Bell- 
mon,  did,  so  I  began  to  practice  law  here  in  Washington.  I  went 
back  to  Connecticut  and  picked  up  some  small  companies  in  Con- 
necticut that  needed  consulting  and  legal  work  in  Washington . 

Senator  Holungs.  Connecticut  does  not  have  a  welfare  depart- 
ment? [Laughter.] 

Mr.  GiAiMO  [continuing].  In  the  engine  business  and  in  the  insur- 
ance business.  But  my  labor  of  love,  of  course,  is  this  budget  proc- 
ess, and  I  devote  a  great  deal  of  my  time  and  attention  to  it  be- 
cause I  think  it  must  work. 

We  have  a  spread  of  $150  billion  between  what  we  take  in  and 
what  goes  out,  as  you  well  know,  give  or  take  1  or  2  billion  on  the 
numbers.  But  the  fact  is  that  the  deficit  is  there,  it  is  there  every 
year,  and  something  has  got  to  be  done  about  it.  And  you  are  the 
people  who  are  doing  something  about  it. 

FIRST  BUDGET  RESOLUTION  MADE  BINDING 

The  fact  that  the  process  is  working  is  perhaps  best  demonstrat- 
ed by  the  fact  that  today  is  September  14  and  I  look  at  you  and  you 
all  look  relatively  relaxed.  The  staff  does  not  have  that  usual,  har- 
ried September  14  look  on  their  faces,  nor  do  the  members,  and 
that  tells  me  something. 

It  tells  me,  first  of  all,  that  you  do  not  have  a  conference  report 
to  try  to  get  through  the  House  and  Senate  by  tomorrow's  deadline, 
which  means,  in  effect,  that  you  have  instituted — and  bless  you  for 
having  instituted  it — making  the  first  budget  resolution  binoing  on 
September  15.  And  I  think  that  makes  a  great  deed  of  sense,  rather 
than  to  have  had  to  go  through  an  August  and  September,  as  you 
would  have  done,  trying  to  revise  estimates,  trying  to  update  con- 
gressional actions  and  intentions,  and  going  throi^h  that  same, 
long,  difficult  contest  that  you  have  in  putting  a  first  resolution 
into  place,  doing  it  again  in  August. 

REVISING  FIRST  BUDGET  RESOLUTION  NOT  NECESSARY 

Are  your  numbers  out  of  date?  Undoubtedly.  But  when  are  not 
numbers  out  of  date  in  budgeting?  Any  review  that  you  make  fix>m 
week  to  week  will  change.  As  you  know  better  than  anyone,  you 
are  dealing  with  estimates  in  the  future.  But,  certainty,  I  do  not 
see  the  need  for  revising  that  first  budget  resolution  which  you  im- 
plement some  time — it  used  to  be  May  15,  but  let  us  say  some  time 
in  June,  revising  it  in  September. 

Clearly,  history  shows  that  we  have  to  revise  it  later  on  down  the 
road  in  the  fiscal  year.  We  usually  take  care  of  that,  as  you  know, 
through  the  third  budget  resolution,  well  into  the  fiscal  year  when 
we  really  have  a  grasp  of  what  has  happened  to  our  estimates, 
what  has  happenedf  to  our  spending,  what  changes  must  be  made, 
and  what  is  essential.  And  you  adjust  at  that  time  in  the  spring; 
make  that  your  second  budget  resolution,  if  you  will.  But  at  least 
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you  will  have  spared  the  Congress  and  the  public  this  agony  of 
going  through  a  second  budget  resolution  in  September,  which  I  do 
not  really  think  is  necessary. 

After  all,  if  you  go  back  to  the  origins  of  the  act,  I  have  a  suspi- 
cion of  why  that  second  budget  resolution  was  called  for.  I  think 
there  must  have  been  a  terrific  turf  fight  back  there.  I  cannot 
speak  with  any  authority  on  what  happened  in  the  Senate,  but  I 
can  speak  with  some  authority  as  to  what  happened  in  the  House. 

It  is  not  by  accident  that  the  House  Budget  Committee,  for  exam- 
ple, is  a  revolving  committee,  a  temporary  committee.  It  is  not  by 
accident  that  the  House  conunittee  requires  five  members  from 
Ways  and  Means  and  five  members  from  Appropriations.  And  I  be- 
lieve it  is  not  by  accident  that  the  framers  of  the  legislation  called 
for  a  second  budget  resolution  in  September  because,  in  reality, 
what  that  reallv  did  was  to  say,  "You  can  say  what  you  want  in 
the  spring  resolution,  the  first  resolution,  but  you  will  wait  until 
after  we  decide  on  entitlements,  appropriations,  et  cetera,  before 
you  have  binding  numbers,  which  you  will  have  only  in  the  second 
resolution  in  the  fall." 

DO  NOT  MAKE  CHANGES  IN  BUDGET  ACT 

Well,  you  have  gotten  away  from  that  and  you  have  now  gotten 
to  the  point  where  you  have  a  binding  resolution  in  place,  and  you 
did  it  without  having  to  change  the  Budget  Act.  That  compels  me 
to  reiterate  and  agree  with  what  my  colleague.  Senator  Bellmon, 
sa3rs:  Do  not  take  up  the  Budget  Act  and  make  changes  in  it  unless 
you  absolutely  have  to,  and  I  do  not  see  that  you  absolutely  have  to 
m  this  climate. 

There  is  a  great  deal  of  hostility  toward  you,  as  you  well  know. 

Chairman  Domenici.  Where?  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  GiAiMO.  You  are  getting  the  same  kinds  of  turf  fights  in  the 
Senate.  You  know,  during  my  4  years  as  chairman,  I  had  to  hear, 
"Why  cannot  you  in  the  House  have  this  bipartisan  spirit  and  this 
spirit  of  brotherly  love  like  we  have  in  the  Senate?"  I  used  to  hear 
that  from  my  fnend,  the  Senator  from  Maine,  on  more  than  one 
occasion. 

I  notice  that  you  are  getting  similar  kinds  of  turf  fights,  inter- 
committee  turf  fights,  in  the  Senate  that  we  have  in  the  House.  So, 
anything  you  can  do  to  minimize  and  avoid  those  kinds  of  struggles 
will  serve  you  well.  Therefore,  I  say  if  you  can  make  these  changes 
and  implement  these  changes,  as  Senator  Bellmon  suggested,  by 
rules  changes  or  by  interpretations  or  by  inferences  rather  than  by 
taking  up  that  Budget  Act  and  changing  it,  I  would  recommend 
that  you  leave  that  to  a  calmer  day.  And  I  guess  I  would  define  a 
calmer  day  as  a  day  when  we  would  not  have  100-plus  billion-dollar 
deficits,  if  ever  that  day  would  come. 

Chairman  Domenici.  If  we  wait  until  then,  they  will  say  it  is  not 
needed  at  all. 

CONGRESS  COMPELLED  TO  DISCIPLINE  rrSELF 

Mr.  GiAiMO.  Well,  true.  But  I  do  say  that  for  2  years  now,  you 
have  had  this  great,  great  struggle  here,  and  it  has  been  a  struggle. 
But  you  have  prevailed  and  you  have  rendered  a  service  to  the 
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country.  You  have  turned  the  Congress  around  from  its  free  and 
easy  wa3rs  of  raising  and  spending  revenues  and  moneys  and  pro- 
grams, and  you  are  compelling  it  to  discipline  itself. 

It  is  not  a  popular  process;  you  are  not  a  "goody"  committee.  You 
have  no  goodies  to  give  out.  All  you  have  to  do  is  to  observe  the 
great  struggle  before  the  recent  recess  on  the  tax  bill  to  see  the 
great  interest  that  was  displayed  in  the  halls  of  the  Ways  and 
Means  Committee  and  the  Finance  Committee  as  those  two  com- 
mittees deliberated  on  taxes,  which  affected  people  in  so  many  dif- 
ferent wa3rs. 

All  that  you  have  to  give  out  is  hardship  and  belt  tightening,  be- 
cause the  economy  and  because  the  revenue  and  outUy  situation 
require  it.  So,  any  way  in  which  you  can  eliminate  the  problems 
which  I  know  exist  will  serve  you  in  good  stead. 

ECONOBfY  DEMANDS  SOMETHING  BE  DONE  ABOUT  DEFICFTB 

At  the  same  time  as  you  do  this,  of  course,  you  are  going  to  be 
doing  some  things  which  bring  you  into  great  struggle  with  your 
colleagues  both  in  the  Senate  and  in  the  House,  and  there  is  just 
no  way  you  can  avoid  it.  So,  I  want  to  compliment  you  on  the  way 
in  which  all  of  you  have  held  up.  Even  when  you  have  disagreed 
among  yourselves  and  within  your  own  committee,  your  commit- 
ment to  the  process  has  contributed  well,  I  believe,  to  our  country 
because  I  believe  we  all  operate  from  the  theory  that  deficits  do 
matter;  that  deficits  are  serious;  that  it  is  not  funny  money;  that  it 
is  for  real,  and  that  the  economy  demands  that  we  do  something 
about  it,  or  else  the  economy  and  the  marketplaces  will  solve  our 
problems  for  us.  And  they  solve  problems  in  very  nasty  and  diffi- 
cult ways  for  the  people,  and  particularly  for  the  people  least  able 
to  cope. 

REOONCnJATION  PROCESS  DOES  WORK 

So,  it  means  that  you  are  going  to  have  to  undertake  the  difficult 
burden.  Then  what  have  we  done?  We  have  now  got  a  binding  firet 
budget  resolution.  You  have  a  reconciliation  process  that,  while  it 
may  have  faults,  does  work.  It  is  a  very  effective  way  of  compelling 
change  in  substantive  programs,  designed  to  alter,  change  or  elimi- 
nate those  programs,  and  to  save  some  money.  You  can  then  re- 
structure and  reorder  your  priorities  toward  areas  where  scarce  re- 
sources are  more  urgently  needed.  I  think  you  have  made  great 
progress  there. 

I  suspect  that  this  year's  reconciliation  process  eliminates  some 
of  the  abuses  that  crept  into  the  process  last  year.  I  am  sure  that 
with  the  passage  of  each  year,  you  will  refine  the  process  so  fewer 
abuses  will  creep  into  the  process. 

Certainly,  we  all  know  that  we  have  very  skillful  counsel  and 
staiT  people  who  are  able  to  utilize  processes  such  as  reconciliation 
as  a  quick  means  of  implementing  legislation,  and  I  am  sure  that 
you  can  guard  against  that. 

Senator  Bellmon  spoke  of  the  balanced  budget  amendment,  and 
certainly  I  want  to  stress  that  I,  too,  oppose  the  balanced  budget 
amendment.  Our  committee,  I  believe,  has  instructed  us  to  go  on 
record  as  being  opposed  to  it. 
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THREE-FIFTHS  RULE 

I  find  attraction  in  the  three-fifths  rule.  I  find  some  attraction  in 
the  idea  that  if  you  are  going  to  spend  on  a  deficit  basis,  perhaps 

Sou  ought  to  have  more  than  a  bare  msgority.  You  can  argue  that 
oth  wa3rs.  But,  certainly,  anything  in  that  area  could  be  done 
through  statutory  measures  and  clearly  should  not  be  the  subject 
of  a  constitutional  amendment.  We  should  not  write  constitutional 
amendments  too  freely,  in  my  opinion.  I  will  not  say  much  more  on 
Hiat  subject  because  Senator  Bellmon  has  covered  it. 

WORK  WTTH  OTHER  COKCMTrTEES  ON  A  MUTUAL  BASIS 

How  to  strengthen  the  budget  process  and  at  the  same  time  not 
be  accused  of  being  the  super  committee  of  the  Senate  or  the 
House  is  your  biggest  problem;  it  always  is.  I  guess  we  always  were 
subject  to  the  charge  of,  "You  are  line-iteming;  you  are  taking  over 
our  jurisdiction.  Who  are  you  on  the  Budget  Committee  to  be  tell- 
ing us  what  we  should  be  authorizing  or  appropriating  for  or  pass- 
ing entitlements  for?"  We  should  not  do  that. 

At  the  same  time,  we  are  not  idiots  on  the  Budget  Committee;  I 
can  attest  that  there  are  not  any.  And  we  are  not  dealing  with 
numbers  in  the  air,  as  some  would  accuse  us.  And  our  numbers 
have  to  stand  for  something;  they  have  to  support  certain  size  pro- 
grams, at  least,  and  usually  certain  kinds  of  programs.  You  have  to 
preiudge  when  you  put  your  budgets  together  what  the  Congress 
will  insist  upon  and  what  the  Congress  will  want. 

That  means  that  your  numbers  have  to  reflect  programs,  initia- 
tives and  the  like,  and  that,  to  some  d^ree,  gets  you  into  the  areas 
of  the  other  committees.  It  is  a  constant,  ever-present  struggle,  and 
I  do  not  know  how  you  can  solve  it  except  to  try  to  cooperate 
always  with  the  other  committees  and  work  on  a  mutual  basis, 
having  due  regard  for  each  other's  privileges  and  prerogatives. 

ENFORCING  NUMBERS  IS  AREA  OF  WEAKNESS 

The  real  area  of  weakness  is  how  do  you  enforce  your  numbers, 
your  ceilings  and  your  floors;  how  do  you  enforce  your  mandate? 
The  tools  in  the  Budget  Act  are  relatively  weak.  If  they  bust  your 
total  ceiling,  for  example,  or  your  total  revenue  floor,  then  you 
have  a  remedy.  But  you  do  not  have  remedies  in  the  meantime  for 
beneath  the  ceiling.  What  I  am  talking  about  is  where  someone 
will  come  along  early  on  in  a  budget  cycle  with  attractive  legisla- 
tion— entitlement  or  appropriation  or  otherwise — ^which  spends 
money,  and  it  will  quickly  be  passed  by  the  Congress.  And  such  1^- 
islation  was  not  contemplated  by  either  the  House  or  Senate  when 
it  originally  implemented  its  budget  for  that  year. 

The  residt,  of  course,  is  that  you  are  now  dislocating  other  pro- 
grams which  were  contemplated  and  which  are  coming  up  later  in 
the  year.  Unless  you  develop  some  mechanism  to  provide  that  if 
you  are  going  to  pass  this  attractive  early  legislation  you  are  going 
to  have  to  find  the  money  for  it  from  one  of  the  other  programs  or 
some  other  method,  you  are  going  to  wind  up  where,  at  the  end  of 
the  fiscal  year,  you  are  going  to  have  essential,  necessary  programs 
which  perhaps  might  even  be  deferred  toward  the  end,  knowing 
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full  well  that  when  you  have  those  highly  attractive  and  essential 
programs,  there  is  no  way  on  God's  e€trth  that  you  are  going  to 
stop  the  House  and  Senate  from  implementing  them  because  they 
know  they  have  to,  and  that  will  bust  your  bucket. 

DEFERRED  ENROLLMENTS 

One  of  the  ways  in  which  we  have  b^un  to  control  this  is  the 
vehicle  of  deferred  enrollments.  I  think  you  have  to  look  at  that 
whole  subject  matter  more  to  see  if  there  is  a  way  in  which  you 
can  strengthen  the  mechanisms  to  control  new  programs  that  will 
come  in  from  left  field  or  from  right  field  and  were  not  contemplat- 
ed by  the  Senate  and  House  bucket  committees  when  they  put  to- 
gether their  budget  resolution,  and  which  were  not  even,  for  exam- 
ple, contemplated  by  the  authorizing  and  spending  and  entitlement 
conunittees  when  they  sent  you  their  March  15  letters  of  what  they 
intended  to  do. 

But,  suddenly,  this  matter  will  come  along  and  it  will  dislocate 
and  it  will  create  problems  for  you  toward  the  end  of  the  congres- 
sional session.  It  is  a  serious  problem.  You  know  that  there  was 
even  opposition  to  the  present  deferred  enrollment  provisions 
which  you  had  during  your  last  budget  cycle,  certainly  on  the 
House  side,  as  I  rec€dl.  It  demonstrated  an  unpleasant  situation 
that  I  wish  could  have  been  avoided.  Thank  goodness,  it  was 
straightened  out  in  the  second  go-around,  but  it  demonstrated  a 
dislike  of  what  the  budget  process  was  trying  to  do,  or  a  resent- 
ment, if  you  will,  of  the  discipline  of  the  budget  process,  but  one 
that  was  necessary. 

I  think  there  is  no  way  to  avoid  this.  I  think  you  are  going  to 
have  to  take  on  this  issue  head-on  and  try  to  develop  stronger  tools 
for  a  budget  discipline  below  the  total  aggr^ate  outlay  ceiling  and 
revenue  floor,  so  that  you  will  have  some  better  control  over  Feder- 
al spending  by  the  Congress. 

HOUSE  BUDGET  COMMnTEE  MEMBERSHIP  SHOULD  BE  PERMANENT 

Reconciliation,  we  have  mentioned.  I  am  very  much  concerned 
about  a  subject  which  does  not  affect  you  in  the  Senate,  but  which 
does  affect  the  House,  and  that  is  the  temporary  nature  of  the 
House  Budget  Conunittee.  I  think  that  should  be  changed.  I  think 
it  should  be  a  permanent  committee.  I  urge  you,  for  whatever  good 
works  you  can  do  in  that  area,  to  help  us  because  it  is  essential 
that  there  be  permanency  and  stability  on  the  committee,  certain- 
ly, as  you  can  appreciate  better  than  I. 

I  mentioned  what  our  Committee  for  a  Responsible  Federal 
Budget  is  going  to  do  on  budgeting.  I  believe  that  Senator  Bellmon 
has  covered  just  about  all  of  the  other  items  that  we  are  interested 
in. 

INCLUDE  OFF-BUDGET  AND  CREDn*  BUDGET  FINANCING  IN  RESOLUTION 

We  are  interested  in  including  off  budget  and  credit  budget  fi- 
nancing within  the  budget  resolution.  We  think  that  is  a  next  step 
that  you  should  do.  Credit  financing  now  is  running  over  $20  bil- 
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lion  a  year,  and  we  believe  that  steps  should  be  taken  to  include 
that  and  subject  that  to  the  budgetary  discipline. 

Again,  I  want  to  commend  all  of  you,  Chairman  Domenici  and 
Senator  Hollings  and  all  of  the  members  of  the  committee,  for  out- 
standing work  which  I  think  you  have  done  in  the  past  2  years, 
and  against  great,  tremendous  odds.  But,  by  golly,  the  budget  proc- 
ess is  workii^  and  Congress  is  disciplining  itself,  and  I  think  you 
are  to  be  commended  for  that. 

Chairman  Domenici.  Thank  you  very  much. 

While  I  have  a  number  of  questions,  I  think  I  will  go  ahead  and 
let  the  other  Senators  ask  some  before  I  take  any.  Is  that  all  right 
with  you.  Senator  Hollings? 

Senator  Hollings.  Surely. 

Chairman  Domenici.  Senator  Kassebaum. 

Senator  Kassebaum.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  would  just  like  to  say  that  I  think  we  are  indeed  fortimate  not 
just  in  the  House  and  Senate  but  in  the  country  to  have  you.  Sena- 
tor Bellmon,  and  Congressman  Giaimo,  devoting  the  time  that  you 
are  to  following  the  budget  process  and  wa3rs  that  it  can  be  im- 
proved and  strengthened,  both  of  you  having  been  godfathers,  so  to 
speak,  of  the  budget  committees. 

Chairman  Domenici.  Only  Giaimo  is  a  godfather.  [Laughter.] 

ELECTIONS  WOULD  NOT  AFFECT  2-YEAR  PROCESS 

Senator  Kassebaum.  I  would  say  that  I  would  agree  with,  evi- 
dently, the  consensus  of  opinion  that  it  is  too  late  for  us  to  do  much 
this  year.  But  you  both  seem  to  have  stressed  a  2-year  process,  and 
that  inadvertently,  almost,  we  have  made  some  improvement  by 
having  a  binding,  first  budget  resolution. 

One  question  I  have  heard  is  that  if  we  went  to  2  years,  which  I 
believe  would  help  strengthen  both  the  appropriations  and  the 
budget  process,  and  actually  the  entire  manner  in  which  we  pro- 
ceed on  our  fiscal  policy,  with  elections  every  2  years,  this  makes  it 
very  difficult.  Particularly,  evidently,  in  the  House  it  has  been 
pointed  out  that  this  would  be  a  problem. 

Have  you  given  any  thought  to  this,  and  wa3rs  that  you  feel  this 
either  would  or  would  not  be  a  problem  to  be  avoided? 

Mr.  Bellmon.  Senator  Kassebaum,  any  time  we  elect  a  new  Con- 
gress or  a  new  President,  that  is  going  to  mean  that  when  the  new 
Congress  convenes,  the  existing  budget  is  going  to  be  carefully  ex- 
amined under  any  circumstances,  and  I  think  that  is  proper. 

Certainly,  President  Reagan  did  not  want  to  have  to  live  for  a 
whole  year  with  President  Carter's  budget,  so  I  am  sure  he  had 
ideas  of  his  own.  So,  if  the  first  year  of  a  new  Congress  were  devote 
ed  to  the  appropriations  and  budget  process,  and  then  the  second 
year  the  Congress  would  be  free  to  look  at  legislation  authoriza- 
tion, I  do  not  see  that  the  fact  that  an  election  is  approaching 
would  make  any  difference.  As  soon  as  the  election  is  over,  the  first 
item  of  business  would  be  the  appropriations  and  budget  consider- 
ations. 
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TWOYEAR  PROCESS  WOULD  BE  BCAJOR  UNDERTAKING 

Senator  Kassebaum.  Would  you  think  that  we  could  implement 
this  relatively  easily? 

Mr.  Bellmon.  No. 

Senator  Kassebaum.  You  do  not? 

Mr.  Bellmon.  I  would  assume  it  would  be  a  major  imdertaking. 

Mr.  GiAiMO.  And  probably  because  of  the  great  changes  in  the 
appropriating  process,  I  think. 

Senator  Kai^ebaum.  But  we  are  operating  now  under  a  continu- 
ing resolution  most  of  the  time,  and  I  would  think  that  out  of  all  of 
our  frustration  we  might  really  apply  ourselves  to  making  this 
change. 

Mr.  Giaimo.  Yes,  but  the  administration's  budgets  are  coming  up 
on  a  1-year  basis.  You  would  have  to  change  that,  and  you  would 
have  to  basically  change  the  whole  thinking  of  the  1-year  cycle.  I 
think  that  is  your  bigg^  stumbling  block. 

I  think  that  from  a  budget  standpoint.  Congress  probably  would 
welcome  going  to  a  2-year  cycle  rather  than  a  1;  I  know  I  would  if  I 
were  still  in.  But  you  womd  have  to  get,  I  think,  the  executive 
agencies  and  the  executive  branch  turned  around,  and  also  the  ap- 
propriations specialists  who  would  have  to  change  their  measuring 
sticks. 

It  would  be  similar,  but  even  more  difficult,  I  suspect,  to  when 
we  changed  the  fiscal  year,  remember,  and  we  slipped  it  3  montiis. 
It  took,  I  think,  quite  a  few  years  before  you  got  the  executive 
branch  people  to  agree  that  it  could  be  done  without  great  upheav- 
al. 

Senator  Kassebaum.  Would  this  be  vour  first  priority  for  budget 
reform,  changing  it  to  a  2-year  process? 

Mr.  Giaimo.  Would  it  be  what? 

greater  control  over  deferred  enrollment  type  of  discipline 

NEEDED 

Senator  Kassebaum.  Your  first  priority.  Do  you  think  you  would 
put  this  at  the  top  of  your  list  of  changes? 

Mr.  Giaimo.  I  nave  got  two  or  thr^  things  that  are  important, 
and  that  is  one  of  them.  That  would  be  one  of  two  or  three  tfaingB.  I 
think  you  have  got  to  get  some  greater  control,  as  I  said,  over  the 
deferred  enrollment  type  of  discipline  and  things  of  that  kind,  and 
certainly  this  is  another  one,  yes. 

As  you  know,  one  of  the  problems  with  the  public  is  that  everv 
time  they  turn  around  now  and  turn  on  their  television  sets  or  pick 
up  a  newspaper,  they  are  reading  about  budgets,  and  they  have  got 
to  be  terribly  confused.  I  know  that  many  times  when  I  have  gone 
home,  they  will  say,  "I  thought  you  paased  that  budget  in  May." 

This  was  last  year,  remember.  Was  it  before  Christmas  or 
Thanksgiving  when  we  had  the  crunch? 

Senator  Kassebaum.  It  all  becomes  a  blur;  you  are  right. 

Mr.  Giaimo.  They  were  confused.  So,  ansrthing  that  would  give 
Congress  a  little  more  space  and  time,  I  think — a  2-year  cycle,  1  be- 
lieve, would  do  that. 

Second,  in  the  area  of  appropriations,  separate  and  apart  from 
budgeting,  I  think  you  could  go  to  a  2-year  cycle  without  doing 
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harm  to  the  public  interest.  In  fact,  I  think  you  might  benefit  it 
because  if  you  allowed  them  to  plan  on  a  2-yecu*  basis,  it  might  help 
some  of  the  agencies. 

Senator  K^^ebaum.  Thank  you. 

Chairman  Domenici.  Senator  Exon. 

BUDGETING  MORE  BUT  DEFICITS  KEEP  RISING 

Senator  Holungs.  Jim  has  kindly  3rielded  to  me.  I  am  supposed 
to  be,  as  you  well  know,  as  all  of  us  are,  at  some  other  thing. 

Let  me  ask  this  of  both  of  .you  gentlemen.  You  are  not  confused. 
You  are  hearing  budgeting  more  and  seeing  less  budget  results. 
The  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  I  thought  my  friend.  Senator  Bell- 
mon,  would  come  because  I  know  his  disposition  toward  deficits.  He 
could  have  gotten  on  that  side  of  the  table  and  just  given  me  un- 
shirted  hell  and  said,  "Look  here,  what  in  the  world  have  you  fel- 
lows done  up  here?  You  all  have  been  budgeting,  budgeting,  budg- 
eting, and  as  a  result  of  all  of  this  wonderful  process,  the  deficit 
has  gone  from  $100  to  $116  billion." 

We  have  got  three  estimates  for  the  next  deficit  in  1983,  the  CBO 
at  $155  billion.  Federal  Reserve  at  $163  billion,  and  Heniy  Kauf- 
man and  Solomon  Brothers  say  a  $166  billion  deficit.  And  in  years 
after,  they  go  up,  up  and  away.  So,  we  are  budgeting  more  and  get- 
ting less  of  a  result. 

ECONOBfIC  LOSS  AS  REAL  PROBLEM 

Specifically,  we  are  talking  about  a  2-year  budget  and  other 
changes  in  the  process,  and  we  welcome  your  comments.  But  it  is 
not  that  anyone  is  confused;  they  are  just  totally  disillusioned  be- 
cause of  the  results.  They  say,  'It  all  sounds  good,  but  maybe  we 
ought  to  just  eliminate  the  whole  blooming  thing  because  no  one 
would  have  ever  contemplated  these  kinds  of  deficits."  You  give 
these  politicians  a  little  econometric  model  and  education  and  they 
just  go  hog  wild  with  some  kind  of  economic  theory. 

I  wrote  in  the  first  week  of  August  asking  the  President  for  a 
special  session  immediately  after  November  on  the  budget.  I  see 
my  good  firiend,  Senator  Dole,  has  asked  for  it  on  social  security. 

The  one  problem  is  that  we  are  talking  about  this  2-year  budget, 
but  the  real  problem  is  the  economic  loss.  Bob,  of  8  months  more  of 
bankruptcies  and  farms  sold  and  everything  else.  If  we  do  not  do 
something  right  after  the  elections,  then  you  wait  imtil  January 
when  the  President  submits  his  budget,  and  then  we  meet  here  and 
we  look  at  each  other  and  we  ask  all  the  questions.  Then  we 
markup;  and  then  we  wait  for  the  committees  to  act. 

The  only  thing  that  force  feeds  us  to  a  result  is  the  Fourth  of 
July  holiday.  I  mean,  we  are  so  embarrassed  that  if  we  do  not  get 
it  out  by  the  Fourth  of  July,  we  are  embarrassed  to  go  home.  So, 
the  track  record  now  is  the  end  of  June,  just  before  the  Fourth  of 
July. 

Now,  should  we  really  wait  with  the  economic  situation  that  we 
have  right  now,  or  what  are  the  tools?  I  am  feeling  like  I  am  in 
Alice  in  Wonderland.  We  are  praising  each  other  ai>out  the  won- 
derful result  and  how  we  have  got  the  one  budget  resolution  rather 
than  the  two,  and  we  have  refined  the  process  and  we  have  con- 
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strained  ourselves  and  we  have  avoided  the  turf  fights,  and  every- 
thing else,  as  we  give  each  other  the  good  government  award. 

As  I  look  at  th^  result,  what  do  you  two  gentlemen  on  the  out- 
side think,  recdly?  What  should  we  do?  Where  are  those  tools  for 
discipline.  Bob,  and  what  should  we  do  now,  facing  these  high  defi- 
cits? 

Mr.  GiAiMO.  I  will  try  to  respond,  and  I  guess  I  will  be  respond- 
ing mainly  for  myself,  not  for  the  committee. 

Senator  Hollings.  Yes. 

DIFFERENCE  IN  OUTLAYS  AND  INCOME  A  CRISIS 

Mr.  GiAiMO.  What  we  have  here  is  a  tool;  we  do  not  have  a  magic 
wand.  But  I  think  the  tool,  as  feeble  as  it  might  be,  is  making  a 
contribution.  You  have  not  solved  the  real  problems,  but  this  is  the 
only  process  and  the  only  group  that  is  given  the  mission  of  trjdng 
to  solve  the  problem  and  the  crisis,  and  the  crisis  is  what  you  are 
talking  about. 

The  fact  is  that  we  are  presently  geared  to  a  situation  in  Govern- 
ment where  we  have  a  difference  of  outlays  and  income  of  $100  bil- 
lion to  $150  billion  this  year,  next  year,  and  the  year  after.  And  the 
question  is.  What  are  we  going  to  do  about  it? 

The  problem  is  going  to  be  compounded,  because  I  am  sure  that 
when  you  come  back  here  in  January,  you  are  going  to  have  to 
throw  into  the  crisis  pot  the  social  security  problems.  To  make  it 
even  more  difficult.  Congress  has  had  over  the  last  20  years — and  I 
am  guilty  of  this,  if  it  is  a  guilt;  there  are  those  who  would  say  it  is 
a  noble  thing,  and  it  is  in  a  sense — the  question  of  indexing. 

We  index  and  protect  people  by  indexing  programs  upwards,  like 
social  security  and  the  others,  to  protect  them  against  inflated 
costs.  And  now  we  have  gone  the  other  way  and  we  have  indexed 
the  taxes  and  the  receipts  in  the  opposite  direction  to  protect  tax- 
payers against  the  inflation  of  their  dollars,  with  the  result  that  we 
are  inflating  upwards  on  expenses  and  downwards  on  revenues, 
further  creating  a  gap. 

You  are  going  to  have  to  face  up  to  that.  You  know,  people  say, 
"Well,  are  you  for  or  against  certain  programs?"  That  is  not  the 
point.  You  can  be  for  programs  or  you  can  be  against  them,  but  I 
think  at  this  point,  with  the  massive  deficits  we  have,  Congress  has 
got  to  come  to  the  conclusion  that  if  it  is  for  programs,  it  has  to 
pay  for  them,  and  that  gets  you  into  all  kinds  of  controversial 
areas. 

Should  there  be  such  a  substantial  tax  reduction  as  there  was? 
There  are  those  who  say  yes  and  there  are  some  who  say  no.  You 
know  that  I  resisted  tax  reductions  for  the  last  4  years,  and  basical- 
ly for  that  purpose. 

But  you  have  got  to  address  yourself  to  this  crisis  problem,  and  I 
do  not  think  that  the  2-year  cycle  defers  or  delays  it. 

Mr.  Bellbcon.  Mr.  Chairman,  could  I  respond,  if  Chairman 
Giaimo  is  finished? 

Chairman  Domenici.  Certainly. 
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ECONOBfY  TOO  LARGE  AND  TOO  COMPLEX 

Mr.  Bellmon.  I  would  hope  that  not  only  this  Congress  but 
future  Congresses  have  learned  a  lesson  about  what  happened  in 
these  last  ^w  years.  The  lesson,  as  far  as  I  am  concerned,  is  that 
the  economy  of  this  country  is  too  large  and  too  complex  to  be  used 
as  a  laboratory  for  some  far-out  economic  theory,  and  that  is  what 
you  did. 

You  tried  supply  side  economics,  and  it  may  have  looked  good  on 
paper,  but  in  recdity  it  is  a  disaster,  and  I  speak  personally  from 
the  farming  commimity.  We  are  facing  in  this  country  a  wide- 
spread bankruptcy  of  the  whole  farming  industry,  and  some  of  you 
know  it  as  well  as  I  do. 

In  the  commimity  where  I  live,  we  have  had  a  fairly  large 
number  of  people,  mostly  young  people,  forced  out  of  the  business 
this  year.  Next  year,  it  will  be  a  lot  worse.  Another  thing  we  are 
seeing  is  that  the  land  values,  which  have  been  high  and  where 
farmers  have  benefited  because  of  appreciation  in  land  and  where 
they  have  had  a  considerable  equity  that  they  could  draw  against 
by  remortgaging  their  land — that  is  being  wiped  out. 

On  the  last  land  sales  I  know  about  in  our  area,  there  have  been 
no  bidders,  no  takers.  The  land  is  there  and  people  want  to  sell  it, 
but  there  is  no  one  who  has  the  money  or  the  ability  to  borrow  the 
money  to  buy  it.  So,  land  values  are  starting  down  and  it  is  likely, 
when  they  start  down,  that  the  process  will  snowball. 

So,  here  is  an  industry  that  is  veiy  important  to  the  country  that 
is  in  very,  very  serious  trouble,  and  likely  to  get  a  lot  worse.  So,  I 
would  hope  that  the  budget  process  could  stand  in  the  future  as  a 
break  to  those  who  want  to  come  in  here  and  experiment.  I  would 
hope  that  whether  we  do  it  on  a  2-year  basis  or  a  1-year  basis,  we 
will  let  the  experimenting  go  on  someplace  else. 

UNEMPLOYBfENT  REAL  VILLIAN  OF  HIGH  DEFICITS 

The  fact  is  that  those  who  would  like  to  cut  Government  spend- 
ing enough  to  balance  the  budget  are  dreaming.  There  is  not  room 
to  cut,  particularly  not  when  the  President  wants  to  increase  de- 
fense spending  and  when  he  wants  to  hold  social  security  sacro- 
sanct, because  the  real  villian  in  the  present  high  level  of  deficits  is 
the  high  level  of  unemployment. 

You  all  know  the  numbers  as  well  as  I  do.  When  you  put  1  per- 
cent, which  is  roughly  1  million  workers,  off  payrolls  and  on  to  un- 
employment rolls,  you  increase  the  deficit  by  $25  or  maybe  $28  bil- 
lion. So,  when  you  have  10  percent  unemployment,  if  there  was  a 
way  to  bring  interest  down  and  make  it  possible  for  people  to 
afiford  homes  and  automobiles  and  refrigerators,  and  put  people 
back  to  work,  you  could  reduce  the  deficit  very  rapidly  just  by  re- 
ducing unemployment. 

So,  my  coimsel  would  be  to  quit  worrying  so  much  about  finding 
a  place  to  save  a  few  dollars  here  or  there,  and  figure  wa3rs  to  get 
the  economy  moving  again  and  get  people  back  to  work,  and  the 
deficit  will  come  down  dramatically. 

Senator  Holungs.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Chi^^ian  DoMENici.  Slade. 
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GoBTCior.  Mr.  Chaxismi.  I 
Ui»  fpcak  to,  and  hrcjiwr  of  die 
here,  if  w&  do  faot  mizid,  I  aaot  0dbiis  id 
iPOoU,  torn,  Uke  the  oonmients  of  ifae  tvoof  jmn 

I  fluqr  eoj  in  oreface  to  that  that  as  a  new  wgHiyi  of  dn  i 
nsittee,  I^im;  mmd  the  adrioe  and  ifae  iiwufrl  of  both  of  : 
iadrndoale  and  of  j^oor  organtiatiop  to  be  of  ^eee  walne  in 
toig^  an  eotirrijr  new  snbfeci  and  a  new  iliwripime,  and  I 
hiye  that  yoa  will  coiitimie  with  it.  It  has  been  of  gnai  ¥aine  to  i» 
and  to  die  Odontiir  as  ipriL 

I  do,  however,  come  from  a  backgnxmd  some  jcais  j 
been  a  member  of  the  lfgi«latnie>  One  of  you,  at  leasts  is  a 
Governor,  and  we  still  faave  one  other  fionner  Governor  sitting  iq> 
here.  I  find  it  paradozicaL  I  worked  for  10  j^ais  in  the  State  kgiB- 
latttre,  wfaidi  had  a  biennial  budget  which  every  progreasive, 
reform-minded  penon  in  the  State  said  was  an  utter  rfisaBtpr  in 
that  we  had  to  nave  annoal  budgets,  we  could  not  possibly  pi^dict 
2¥i  years  in  advance  what  was  going  to  happen,  we  Ind  to  revise 
our  asiomptions  every  few  months  and  to  attempt  a  biennial 
budget  was  just  to  engage  in  the  porest  guesswork. 

So,  I  must  say  that  I  come  to  this  idoi  that  one  of  the  fsincipal 
reforms  whidi  we  can  adopt  is  to  do  this  on  a  biennial  buis,  to  go 
through  only  one  budget  rescrfution  and  one  set  of  appropriations, 
with  a  certain  reservaticm. 

I  wonder  if,  in  coming  up  with  these  recommendations,  you  have 
examined  the  experience  of  the  States.  Senator  Bellmon  said  he  did 
in  connection  with  a  balanced  budget  I  am  not  certain  that  it  is 
goiiur  to  be  the  reform  that  we  felt  that  it  would  be. 

I  do  think,  and  I  totally  agree  with  both  of  you,  that  the  reform 
which  we  have  adopted  internally,  effective  this  yecu*,  of  pasmng  es- 
sentially one  budget  resolution  is  a  great  improvement.  But  that 
leads  me  to  the  second  subject  of  yours  which  I  have  questions  on. 

MORE  INTEREST  IN  REFORM  AND  STRENGTHENING  OF  P?UX:ESS 

Both  of  you  have  taken  what  I  think  we  took  as  gospel  a  year 
ago  that  we  had  created  such  a  disruption  in  the  way  in  which  the 
committees  had  operated  in  the  past  and  that  the  changes  in  this 
Congress  had  been  so  great,  as  necessary  as  I  think  we  aU  felt  that 
they  were,  that  we  took  our  lives  literally  in  our  hands  to  report  to 
the  floor  any  kind  of  amendments  to  the  Budget  Act,  whether  they 
had  to  do  with  a  statutory  balanced  budget,  going  to  a  single 
budget  resolution  a  vear,  a  bienni€d  budget. 

Is  that  still  true  this  year?  Are  we  not  still  very  much  afraid  of  a 
situation  which  was  relatively  temporary  in  nature?  I  would  say  to 
you  that  while  some  of  the  objections,  particularly  from  people  out^ 
side  of  the  committee,  continue  to  be  stated  on  the  floor,  my  own 
impression  is  that  it  is  far  more  muted  and  that  there  is  far  more 
interest  in  a  genuine  reform  and  perhaps  strengthening  of  the 
budget  process. 

Are  we  ever,  even  when  the  deflcit  goes  below  $100  billion,  going 
to  have  a  situation  in  which  these  reforms  are  easier?  Might  it  not 
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be  best  for  us  to  do  it  right  now  while  people  have  fresh  in  their 
minds  what  the  difficulties  and  what  the  advantages  have  been? 

TWO-YEAR  CYCLE  CREATES  TIME  FOR  OVERSIGHT  WORK 

Mr.  GiAiMO.  Let  me  respond  to  that.  First  of  all,  on  the  2-year 
cycle,  the  processes  that  we  adopt  in  the  Congress  are  never  cure- 
alls.  They  work  for  a  while.  You  know,  I  am  a  great  believer  in  the 
pendulum  action  in  the  Congress.  We  wecJien  the  Speaker,  histori- 
cally, and  strengthen  the  committees,  and  then  the  pendulum 
swings  and  it  gets  out  of  hand. 

When  I  came  here  in  1958,  we  were  fighting  the  terrible  power  of 
the  Rules  Committee  and  the  relative  weakness  of  the  Speaker. 
And  then  the  pendulum  swings  the  other  way.  Some  day,  not 
under  the  present  Speaker,  but  some  day  they  will  probably  be  fiU- 
minating  against  the  terrible  autocratic  power  of  the  Speaker  vis-a- 
vis the  committees,  and  they  will  have  to  revise  it  the  other  way; 
the  same  way  with  the  2-year  cycle. 

What  I  see  as  a  benefit  from  it  is  the  fact  that  it  should  contrib- 
ute to  some  oversight  work  by  the  committees,  which  they  present- 
ly do  not  do,  in  my  opinion,  to  the  extent  to  which  they  should. 
They  also  do  not  appropriate,  firankly,  imder  the  1-year  cycle  like 
they  should. 

(me  of  the  great  benefits  of  this  reform  was  supposed  to  have 
been  the  elimination  of  continuing  resolutions  and  the  more  timely 
adoption  of  spending  bills.  That  is  not  happening,  and  I  suspect  the 
reason  that  is  not  happening  is  because  of  the  fiscal  reality  that 
the  money  is  not  there  and  you  have  to  cut  and  trim  and  reduce 
efforts,  rather  than,  as  in  the  glory  da3rs  of  the  1960's,  there  was 
alwa3rs  more  and  we  could  alwa3rs  broaden  and  enlarge  programs. 
That  cools  the  ardor  of  an  appropriator  when  he  has  to  hold  the 
line. 

Therefore,  I  say  he  or  she  could  devote  their  time  better  if  they 
did  some  oversight  work  and  looked  at  some  of  these  programs  and 
got  rid  of  some  of  the  low-priority  ones  in  favor  of  the  higher-prior- 
ity ones.  That  is  one  of  the  real  benefits,  I  think,  of  a  2-year  cycle, 
because  as  it  is  now,  as  you  know,  the  Congress  is  spending  most  of 
its  time  on  its  spending  bills  and  hardly  has  time  to  do  anything 
else;  at  least  that  is  what  we  are  told,  and  I  believe  that  is  correct. 

On  the  other  issue,  is  it  true  that  it  would  be  dangerous  to  bring 
the  Budget  Act  up  for  changes  at  this  time?  First,  as  a  practical 
matter,  this  year — and  you  know  better  than  I  when  you  are  going 
home,  but  I  expect  that  you  are  going  to  go  home  some  time  early 
in  October.  Certainly,  that  does  not  give  you  much  time  to  do  any- 
thing. 

I  doubt  that  it  would  be  wise  to  bring  this  up  in  a  lameduck  ses- 
sion, if  you  have  one.  You  would  want  to  bring  it  up,  certainly, 
with  the  new  Senate  and  the  new  House  Members  in  January. 

HOSTILFFY  TO  THE  BUDGET  PROCESS 

But  I  have  to  say  that  while  passions  have  cooled  somewhat, 
there  is  hostility  to  the  budget  process.  One  of  the  sad  things  that 
disturbs  me  about  Congress — and  I  guess  Congress  is  no  different 
from  any  other  institution  in  that  r^ard — but  there  is  a  great  deal 
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of  turf-mindedness  here.  Again,  I  can  talk  with  some  authority  on 
the  House  side,  and  it  certainly  exists  there. 

I  will  say  for  the  record  I  wish  we  could  find  a  way  to  better  the 
relationships  between  the  budget  committees  and  the  appropri- 
ations committees.  lii  the  House,  I  am  saddened  by  the  fact  that 
there  is  not  a  better  mutuality  and  working  relationship  with 
them.  I  sense  an  antagonistic  attitude,  and  I  am  not  interested  in 
which  committee  is  at  fault. 

As  an  outsider  and  as  someone  who  is  now  a  private  citizen,  I 
can  say  that  I  am  beginning  to  notice  the  same  thing  on  the  Senate 
side  between  appropriators  and  the  spending  committees  and  the 
budget  process.  It  is  not  healthy.  These  are  the  committees  that 
should  be  working  in  harmony  and  not  involved  over  turf. 

When  we  suggest,  as  I  did,  the  question  of  enforcement  below  the 
aggr^ates,  deferred  enrollments  and  all,  of  course,  these  are  the 
committees  that  resent  your  having  this  kind  of  an  authority.  But 
someone  has  to  have  it,  and  it  is  not  your  committee,  actually;  it  is 
the  whole  Senate  and  the  whole  House  that  has  it. 

So,  there  should  be  wa3rs  of  developing  mutuality  and  reducing 
the  controversy.  But  it  does  exist  not  with  all,  not  even  perhaps 
with  a  majority,  but  with  some.  And  I  am  afraid  that  in  a  moment 
of  passion  when  these  kinds  of  changes  came  up,  you  might  miake 
some  changes  that,  rather  than  better  the  process  or  strengthen 
the  process,  might  weaken  it.  You  are  always  open  to  that  kmd  of 
a  risk. 

When  do  you  do  it?  I  guess  there  is  never  any  ideal  time,  as  the 
chairman  indicated  earlier;  I  guess  when  you  have  surpluses,  but, 
of  course,  when  you  have  surpluses,  you  probably  would  not  need  a 
budget  process  at  all.  But  I  am  afraid  that  this  is  not  an  ideal  time. 

Mr.  Bellmon.  Mr.  Chairman,  could  I  respond  very  briefly  to  Sen- 
ator Gorton? 

Chairman  Domenici.  Yes. 

GOVERNMENT  SHOULD  GET  ON  COURSE  AND  STAY  ON  FT 

Mr.  Bellmon.  Senator,  you  raise,  I  think,  a  good  point  that  there 
are  those  who  feel  that  Government  cannot  look  ahead  2  years  or 
2V^  years  into  the  future.  In  fact,  we  cannot  look  ahead  2  weeks,  as 
you  know;  nobody  can. 

But  I  would  suggest  that  Government  could  provide  a  great  serv- 
ice to  the  country  if  it  would  fix  a  policy  and  do  its  best  to  stay  on 
it.  For  ex£unple,  I  serve  on  the  bo€uxl  of  directors  of  a  corporation 
that  is  holding  in  abevance  an  investment  of  some  $400  million  in 
a  mcgor  facility,  and  tne  reason  they  are  holding  back,  really,  is  be- 
cause they  do  not  know  what  direction  the  Government  is  going  to 
take.  There  is  such  uncertainty  as  far  as  what  interest  rates  will  be 
and  what  the  rate  of  inflation  is  going  to  be  and  what  demand  will 
be. 

So,  I  would  suggest  Government  perhaps  would  do  a  better  serv- 
ice, rather  than  trying  to  react  to  what  seem  to  be  these  constant 
changes,  if  it  would  get  on  a  course  and  stay  on  it,  and  then  per- 
haps the  changes  would  settle  down  and  not  be  quite  so  dramatic. 

Senator  Gorton.  Thank  you  both. 

Chairman  DoMENia.  Senator  Exon? 
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Senator  Exon.  Chairman  Giaimo  and  Senator  Bellmon,  I  just 
cannot  thank  you  enough  for  coming  back.  I  hope  that  you  will  be 
here  frequently,  because  I  think  the  Committee  for  a  Responsible 
Federal  Budget  and  those  of  you  who  were  here  and  are  now  on 
the  outside  can  be  of  great  help  to  us  in  the  future,  so  please  come 
back  often. 

I  take  exception  with  the  statement  that  I  thought  Senator  Bell- 
men would  respond  to  by  Chairman  Giaimo  when,  in  typical  east- 
em  fashion,  he  indicated  that  Senator  Bellmon  had  returned  to  his 
ranch  or  farm  in  Oklahoma.  That  is  not,  Mr.  Giaimo,  an  asset;  that 
is  a  liability.  [Laughter.] 

Senator  Exon.  Evidence  the  fact  that  he  is  now  progressing  to 
weUare.  [Laughter.] 

Senator  Exon.  That  is  a  typical  progression  of  events  that  is 
going  on  now.  By  the  way,  I  notice  that  Chairman  Gicdmo  has  a 
new  suit  and  Henry  Bellmon  has  the  same  suit  on  as  when  he 
served  here,  which  I  think  is  further  evidence  of  what  is  going  on 
in  the  economy  today.  [Laughter.] 

CONGRESSIONAL  BUDGET  INDICATES  DOUBLING  OF  NATIONAL  DEBT 

Senator  Exon.  Everything  is  not  all  bad  practicing  law,  Chair- 
man Giaimo,  in  Washington,  D.C. 

Becoming  serious  for  a  moment  and  echoing  the  words  that  I 
think  were  first  said  here  today  by  my  friend  from  South  Carolina, 
frankly,  gentlemen,  although  we  work  hard  and  although  we  have 
done  some  good  things,  I  have  never  been  more  alarmed  about  the 
budget  process  than  I  am  right  now. 

The  Congressional  Budget  indicates,  in  roimd  figures,  that  the 
$900  billion  deficit  that  we  were  facing  in  1979  will  grow  to  about 
$1.8  trillion  by  the  year  1985.  So,  from  1979  to  1985,  6  years,  essen- 
tially we  are  going  to  be  doubling  the  national  debt  of  the  United 
States.  I  see  no  way  in  which  that  can  be  marked  as  progress. 

We  have  tried  many  things.  Certainly,  it  is  obvious  now  that  for 
whatever  the  reason,  the  business  tax  cuts  that  we  instituted  have 
had  the  opposite  effect.  Businesses  are  putting  less  in  plants  to  put 
people  back  to  work.  Certainly,  by  the  figures  that  came  out  yester- 
day, it  is  clear  that  regardless  of  the  personal  tax  cut,  the  people 
are  not  spending  this  to  help  bring  us  back  from  the  serious  reces- 
sion or  depression  that  we  have  in  many  areas.  Please,  keep  those 
in  mind  and  advise  us  on  them. 

RESTRUCTURE  PROCESS  WTTH  REGARD  TO  CAPFTAL  BUDGET 

A  specific  question  that  I  have — and  it  came  up  with  r^ard  to 
the  debate  on  the  bcdanced  budget  amendment — many  learned 
people  wrote  me  and  said,  'Tou  should  not  have  a  balanced  budget 
amendment  for  several  reasons,  and  certainly  not  before  you  re- 
structure the  old  budget  process  in  Government  with  regard  to 
having  a  capital  budget  that  has  some  way  of  not  reflecting  the 
building  of  a  bridge  as  an  outlay  in  a  certain  year  because  it  is  a 
20-year  investment." 

I  am  not  necessarily  either  for  or  against  this  concept,  but  it  has 
been  brought  up  by  so  many  le£u*ned  people  that  I  thought  that 
maybe  each  of  you  would  like  to  express  your  opinion  as  to  wheth- 
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er  or  not  we  should  do  some  restructuring  to  get  a  better  picture  of 
what  the  budget  of  the  United  States  is. 

KEEP  ALL  GOVERNMENT  SPENDING  ON  BUDGET 

Mr.  Bellmon.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  could  respond,  I  am  of  the  opin- 
ion that  everything  Government  spends  ought  to  be  kept  on 
budget,  Senator  Exon.  The  reason  is,  if  you  have  a  capital  budget, 
then  who  decides  what  is  a  capital  investment? 

For  instance,  is  an  investment  in  a  bridge  any  more  of  a  capital 
investment  than  an  investment  in  educating  our  young  people? 
They  are  going  to  return  a  vast  amount  to  the  Treasury  because 
they  will  earn  more  and  make  a  greater  contribution,  once  they 
are  educated. 

So,  to  me,  this  is  the  great  danger  in  a  constitutional  balanced 
budget  amendment.  Congress  will  be  forced  then  to  find  wa3rs,  I  be- 
lieve, of  skirting  aroimd  it,  and  the  capital  budget  is  one  of  those 
wa3rs,  and  putting  matters  ofT  budget,  which  I  imderstand  you  did 
now  with  the  strat^c  petroleum  resferve.  We  had  it  onbudget. 

I  remember  when  President  Carter  sent  us  a  request  for,  as  I  re- 
member, $5  billion  for  IMF.  He  wanted  it  ofT-budget,  which  we  re- 
fused to  agree  to,  and  I  think  we  were  right.  Unless  we  keep  it  all 
out  on  top  of  the  table  and  know  what  the  Government  is  doing,  we 
really  would  not  have  the  picture  in  focus  at  all. 

BUDGET  PROCESS  CAN  CLAIM  CREDFT  FOR  SAVINGS 

Mr.  GiAiMO.  Notwithstanding  all  of  our  best  efforts,  the  fact  is 
that  we  still  have  these  horrendous  problems.  Senator  Rollings 
made  reference  to  that  fact  earlier. 

I  think  that  the  budget  process,  while  it  has  not  been  a  cure-all, 
is  the  first  step  by  Congress  to  address  these  problems.  I  think  it 
has  to  do  a  great  deal  more,  and  it  will  be  forced  to  do  it.  Next 
year,  I  think  it  is  going  to  be  forced  even  more  by  the  crisis  situa- 
tion that  will  confront  us  in  the  social  security  area,  hopefully,  if 
not  in  other  areas  in  the  economy,  for  example. 

But  I  am  not  sure,  for  example,  that  if  you  did  not  have  a  budget 
process,  we  would  not  have  had  business  as  usual  in  the  Congress — 
spending  and  eliminating  taxes,  in  a  casual,  piecemeal  way.  I  think 
that  the  budget  process  can  claim  a  substantial  part  of  the  credit 
for  savings  of  $20  billion  in  revenues  and  $10  bulion  in  spending 
this  year. 

You  will  have  an  increase  of  revenues  of  about  $96  billion,  and 
spending  reductions  of  about  $40  billion  over  the  next  3  years.  That 
is  not  an  unsubstantial  amoimt.  I  think  that  the  process  can  take 
some  of  the  credit  for  that  for  directing  Congress  m  this  direction. 

I  remember,  just  a  few  years  ago,  we  were  busy  providing  for  the 
needs  of  the  various  agencies  and  groups,  and  no  one  ever  sat  down 
and  added  it  up  until  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year — actually,  until  the 
fiscal  year  was  over. 

I  do  not  think  you  are  responsible  for  these  huge  deficits,  as 
some  people  have  suggested  in  the  past.  And  I  think  you  have 
made  a  contribution  to  getting  Congress  to  focus  on  them.  I  do  not 
think  there  is  more  that  you  can  do  than  that,  than  getting  Con- 
gress to  address  itself  to  the  deficit  problem. 
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NO  CAPITAL  BUDGET 

Senator  Exon.  How  about  the  capital  budget?  Do  you  agree  with 
Senator  BeUmon? 

Mr.  GiAiMO.  That  there  should  not  be  a  capital  budget? 

Senator  Exon.  Yes. 

Mr.  GiAiMO.  Absolutely.  I  am  a  believer  that  we  should  bring  ev- 
erything on  budget,  as  we  stcuted  to  do  a  few  years  back  when  we 
were  trying  to  get  off-budget  items  on  and  credit  budget  items  on. 

If  we  start  playing  the  game  now  of  capital  budgets  and  off- 
budget  items,  the  purpose  of  all  that  will  be  what?  The  purpose  of 
all  of  that  will  be  to  send  out  an  image  that  we  are  in  balance, 
when,  in  fact,  we  will  not  be. 

Senator  Exon.  Thank  you. 

PROCESS  EXPECTED  TO  DO  MORE  THAN  FT  CAN 

Chairman  Domenici.  Senator  Grassley,  I  was  going  to  call  on  you 
next.  I  wonder  if  you  would  defer  to  me  for  about  3  minutes,  and 
then  I  will  leave. 

Senator  Grassley.  Sure. 

Chairman  DoMENia.  I  apologize.  I  have  an  appointment  down- 
town at  11:30,  so  I  will  not  get  to  spend  much  time  with  you.  I 
much  appreciated  your  observations. 

Frankly,  your  prime  advice  here  is  do  not  amend  the  budget 
process  now.  But  I  think  while  you  have  praised  it,  both  of  you  are 
aware  that  it  needs  some  fixing  up,  and  it  needs  it  rather  dramati- 
cally and  drastically. 

I  do  not  think  we  can  do  anything  until  next  year  in  any  event, 
but  I  sense  a  little  bit  different  problem.  I  have  never  expressed  it 
quite  this  way,  but  I  think  maybe  the  entire  leadership  has  to  be 
concerned  about  this  process  enough  to  be  worried  about  the  oppo- 
site— that  if  we  do  not  amend  it,  it  may  be  in  more  trouble  than  if 
we  try  to. 

It  is  expected  to  do  more  than  it  can.  Consequently,  Senators  and 
Congressmen  vote,  only  to  find  that  the  vote  on  a  budget  is  not 
what  it  turns  out  to  be  because  the  process  does  not  permit  it  to  be 
what  they  thought  it  was.  And  because  the  budgets  are  so  dramati- 
cally impacted  by  economic  assumptions,  I  am  fearful  that  the 
hard  votes  that  occur  on  the  floor  that  do  not  turn  up  in  reality  6 
months  later  or  9  months  later  may  begin  to  diminish,  rather  than 
strengthen,  the  support  by  way  of  hard  votes  on  the  floor. 

It  seems  to  me  that  there  are  three  or  four  things  that  we  do  not 
do  and  cannot  do  that,  sooner  or  later,  we  have  to  address.  I  think 
we  are  supposed  to  be  a  priority-setting  Committee,  but  when  you 
look  at  wnetlier  we  can  really  do  that  or  not,  the  answer  is  prob- 
ably, no,  we  cannot. 

VALID  CRTFICISM  FOR  EXISTING  DEFICITS 

There  is  valid  criticism  for  the  deficits  that  exist,  but  I  look  back 
on  the  last  2  years  and  we  are  only  a  committee  of  the  Congress. 
We  cannot  be  bigger  than  its  desire,  and  we  cannot  force  beyond  its 
desire.  I  have  never  seen  such  strong  support  in  both  institutions 
for  military  preparedness.  If  this  committee  would  have  reported 
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out  a  $50  or  $60  billion  diminution  in  the  President's  military 
budget,  what  do  you  think  would  have  happened?  You  do  not  have 
to  answer.  It  would  have  been  amended  and  they  would  have  put 
in  close  to  what  the  President  asked  for.  I  mean,  that  is  just  the 
reality  of  it. 

I  am  not  passing  judgment  on  where  I  would  be.  I  am  merely 
saying  you  can  only  do  so  much.  From  the  standpoint  of  the  big 
item  in  the  budget  aside  from  military,  the  income  transfer  pro- 
grams of  this  country — that  is,  pensions  and  the  like — there,  again, 
we  can  lead  and  push  and  shove,  but  we  can  only  accomplish  what 
the  will  of  the  two  institutions  is. 

We  tried  $40  billion  worth  of  social  security  reform  for  solvency, 
and  what  happened?  The  political  will  of  the  two  institutions  would 
have  had  this  committee  out  of  business,  had  we  not  taken  that 
out,  after  we  had  the  courage  to  vote  it  in  here. 

So,  I  do  not  think  we  can  blame  the  entire  end  result  on  this 
committee,  but  rather  when  you  look  at  the  hodge-podge,  I  think 
we  have  been  rather  innovative  in  the  way  we  have  used  the 
budget  process. 

MULTIYEAR  TAX  ENFORCEMENT 

Would  you  ever  have  thought  that  we  had  the  authority  to  direct 
the  Finance  Committee  on  a  jnultiyear  basis  to  change  taxes?  I 
guarantee  you.  Senator  Bellmon,  when  you  and  I  were  on  the  com- 
mittee, we  could  not  even  mention  that.  Now,  we  have  got  mul- 
tiyear  enforcement  on  the  tax  side  both  ways,  I  assume.  Maybe  the 
Congress  does  not  assume  so  yet,  because  the  only  thing  we  have 
ordered  is  the  raise.  But  I  assume  we  have  jurisdiction  to  order  a 
reduction  over  3  years,  and  probably  force  it,  and  probably  get  a 
vote  and  it  probably  would  be  binding.  I  think  that  is  rather  sig- 
nificant, compared  to  where  we  were  when  we  started. 

MULTIYEAR  RECONCIUATION 

Multiyear  reconciliation  on  the  expenditure  side — that  first  om- 
nibus reconciliation  bill  was  a  great  big  gamble,  but  I  do  not  think 
the  substantive  law  of  this  country  would  have  been  changed  in 
many  of  those  areas  without  reconciliation  against  authorizing 
committees.  I  think  they  are  going  to  begin  to  look  at  it  differently 
than  they  did.  I  think  they  are  going  to  begin  to  look  at  the  fact 
that  their  power  in  these  two  institutions — that  is,  the  authori2dng 
committees — has  been  weakened  over  the  last  20  years. 

They  are  the  ones  who  ought  to  be  setting  priorities  for  the  ap- 
propriators,  and  you  know.  Congressman  Giaimo,  that  they  do  not. 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  appropriators  decide  almost  everything 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Health  and  Human  Services  and 
Labor  Committee,  except  entitlements,  because  they  leave  laws  on 
the  books  that  are  totally  irrelevant  and  the  appropriators  do  what 
they  want  with  them. 

So,  basically,  I  am  not  so  sure  that  in  looking  at  amending  this 
process  that  we  are  not  asking  the  process  to  do  too  much.  It  would 
appear  to  me  that  maybe  it  is  time  to  look  at  the  whole  S3rstem  in 
the  Congress,  and  for  the  leadership  to  look  at  the  committee  struc- 
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ture  again  and  all  of  those  things  that  go  into  making  it  a  more 
comprehensive  and  moving-in-the-same-direction  kind  of  Congress. 

POINTS  OF  ORDER  AGAINST  INDIVIDUAL  BILLS 

But  there  are  three  or  four  things  that  are  as  important  as  the  2- 
year  one.  For  instance,  it  seems  to  me  that  one  of  the  first  things 
we  ought  to  do  is  decide  whether  or  not  there  should  be  points  of 
order  against  individual  bills,  as  contrasted  with  the  cumulative 
totals.  I  think  you  both  know  that  that  is  a  very,  very  difficult 
proposition.  You  just  keep  adding  them  up  until  they  break  the 
bank,  and  then  you  cannot  go  back  and  undo  anything.  That  one 
has  got  to  be  considered. 

You  would  do  it  by  way  of  delayed  enrollment.  I  suggest  that  we 
have  not  found  a  technique  to  make  the  deferred  enrollment  work 
yet,  Chairman  Giaimo,  and  I  am  not  sure  it  will. 

INCOME  TRANSFERS  OR  ENTIFLEMENT  PROGRAMS 

And  then  when  you  look  at  it  finally,  the  problem  of  income 
trcmsfers  or  entitlement  programs  is  the  giant  where  we  have  to 
decide  on  a  priority-type  basis  if  we  can  afford  that  kind  of  pro- 
gram and  all  of  its  msJceup  for  the  next  25  or  30  years. 

It  is  rather  difficult  for  this  committee  to  do  a  lot  about  that 
when,  you  know,  it  is  led  by  social  security.  We  have  to  kind  of 
react  to  that  one,  it  seems  to  me,  for  a  while,  rather  than  be  the 
ones  who  take  the  lead  there  because  it  is  not  perceived  to  be  a 
budget  item.  But  it  is;  it  is  probably  the  most  significant  budget 
item  in  terms  of  the  future  of  anything  in  the  budget — the  entire 
pension  programs  of  all  types. 

RELATIONSHIP  BETWEEN  COMMriTEES  IS  BETTER 

So,  I  would  hope  that  you  would  not  be  so  reluctant  early  next 
year  to  take  a  real  look  at  at  least  five  or  six  things  that  we  might 
do.  And  I  would  say  that  in  the  Senate — I  agree  with  Senator 
Gorton — I  think  the  relationship  between  the  committees  is  better 
than  it  ever  was,  instead  of  the  opposite. 

I  do  not  think  the  Finance  Committee  is  the  least  bit  angry  at 
this  committee.  In  fact,  I  think  they  welcome  being  directed  in  the 
area  of  entitlements  and  in  the  area  of  taxes,  as  long  as  they  think 
there  is  some  consultation  en  route.  I  think  they  do  not  think  they 
can  get  where  they  ought  to  be  without  the  direction. 

I  think  we  are  getting  along  fine  with  the  appropriators.  Next 
year  is  the  first  time  we  have  crosswalks  in  place,  I  say  to  both  of 
you,  on  all  the  appropriated  accoimts.  And  if  they  leave  them  in 
place  and  follow  them,  it  seems  like  they  could  come  in  right 
within  the  budget.  But  that  is  not  going  to  solve  things. 

Senator  Bellmon,  we  just  got  a  note  that  Commodity  Credit  Cor- 
poration is  going  to  be  $6  billion  over  what  we  estimated  in  the 
budget  Now,  that  is  a  pure  function  of  entitlements — a  bumper 
crop  and  no  foreign  markets,  and  we  have  got  to  spend  that  money 
to  get  imder  that  program.  There  is  nothing  this  Budget  Committee 
can  do  about  that.  I  do  not  think  anybody  would  suggest  that  we 
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pass  a  special  resolution  asking  that  they  change  the  farm  program 
in  midstream. 

So,  it  is  a  very  complicated  process,  but  it  seems  to  me  that  there 
is  a  limit  to  our  ability  to  improvise  around  this  law.  The  main 
things  you  have  told  us  we  have  done  well  are  pure  innovation 
and,  to  some  extent — I  do  not  want  to  use  the  wrong  words  here — 
well,  anyone  looking  at  it  8  or  10  years  ago  would  not  have  as- 
sumed we  would  have  multiyear  reconciliation  like  we  have.  They 
would  not  have  assumed  we  would  have  a  first  being  a  second,  and 
all  those  things. 

I  just  do  not  know  how  much  more  we  can  do  in  an  effort  to  keep 
the  process  alive.  Now,  I  have  not  asked  you  any  questions,  but  I 
just  thought  I  would  exchange  my  views  with  you  all  up  here  and 
hope  that  you  will  look  at  it  from  the  standpoint  of  making  sure  we 
keep  the  process  alive,  and  it  has  got  to  work  somewhat  to  be  kept 
alive,  it  seems  like. 

RESOLUTION  NEEDS  MORE  SPECIFIC-TYPE  CHANGES 

There  are  all  kinds  of  issues.  These  Senators  have  voted  on  the 
floor  on  the  budget  assuming  they  were  restraining  COLA's  across 
the  board,  only  to  And  that  when  you  come  back  with  a  substantive 
law,  it  is  completely  different  than  they  voted  for  because  of  the 
nature  of  this  act.  I  mean,  you  only  order  a  certain  amoimt  of  sav- 
ings; you  do  not  order  the  changes. 

I  am  not  suggesting  we  ought  to  order  more  speciflc-t3rpe 
changes,  but  I  am  wondering  if,  sooner  or  later,  there  might  be  an 
extraordinary  process  to  vote  on  that,  where  you  put  in  the  resolu- 
tion something,  in  the  big,  big  picture,  that  is  more  speciflc.  I  know 
that,  from  a  committee  standpoint,  that  makes  one  cringe,  I  guess, 
and  worry  about  it. 

But  I  am  somewhat  concerned  that  we  are  not  going  to  continue 
to  get  the  hard  votes  if  the  final  product  does  not  come  out  looking 
more  like  that  which  they  thought  they  voted  for,  and  that  does 
concern  me  greatly. 

I  do  not  think  economic  assumptions  are  understood;  they  are  85 
percent  of  the  changes,  I  think,  that  occur  from  the  first  to  the 
second  resolution.  It  would  be  my  offhand  guess  that  the  changes 
are  a  result  of  economic  disparities,  not  programmatic.  While  CXX! 
and  the  military  generally  have  trouble  as  to  how  they  spend  or  do 
not  spend  in  comparison  to  your  estimates,  most  of  tne  budget 
spends  pretty  close  to  the  estimates. 

Do  you  have  any  observations? 

CONGRESS  BEING  FORCED  TO  LOOK  AT  FFSELF 

Mr.  GiAiMO.  I  would  like  to  commend  you  on  your  statement  be- 
cause I  think  you  have  really  put  your  finger  on  what  the  real 
problems  are  that  face  us.  At  the  beginning  of  your  statement,  you 
ticked  off  many  of  them — the  pension  pro-ams,  problems  with 
income  transfer,  points  of  order  against  individual  bills.  I  think  you 
mentioned  defense  in  there,  also. 

But  the  early  part  of  your  statement  that  it  is  time  to  look  at  the 
whole  Congress  itself-— I  think  that  is  what  Congress  really  is  going 
to  have  to  do.  Where  is  it  going?  What  is  it  going  to  do  about  the 
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real  uncontroUables,  the  transfer  pa3nnent8,  and  things  of  that 
kind. 

I  think  Congress  is  being  forced  to  look  at  itself,  unwillingly,  per- 
haps. Chairman  Boiling  of  the  House  Rules  Committee  constantly 
has  said  that  it  is  time  to  question  whether  or  not  this  institution 
can  manage  the  country's  affairs.  There  is  a  serious  problem  as  to 
whether  or  not  we  can  properly  manage  the  Government's  affairs. 

I  think  the  budget  process  is  making  a  contribution  to  the  Con- 
gress and  forcing  it  to  focus  on  that  terribly,  difficult  problem. 

Mr.  Bellmon.  Mr.  Chairman,  could  I  comment  just  very  briefly 
before  you  leave? 

Chairman  Domenici.  Surely. 

CUMATE  DEVELOPING  FOR  AMENDING  ACT 

Mr.  Bellmon.  I  am  not  sure  I  disagree  that  there  will  be  a  time 
when  amending  of  the  Budget  Act  is  appropriate,  and  the  Members 
here  know  better  than  we  would  from  a  distance  when  that  time 
will  be. 

But  I  would  suggest  that  a  time  will  arrive  when  there  is  an  en- 
vironment here  that  would  let  the  act  be  amended  without  the  hos- 
tilities that  exist  to  some  degree.  I  think  I  agree  with  you,  Mr. 
Chairman,  that  they  are  probably  not  as  great  on  the  Senate  side 
as  they  may  have  been  earlier. 

I  can  remember,  as  I  think  everybody  in  the  room  can,  the  monu- 
mental battles  we  used  to  have  between  Chairman  Muskie  and 
Chairman  Long,  and  also  the  fact  that  Chairman  Magnuson  never 
seemed  to  be  willing  to  agree  that  we  had  a  Budget  Act.  It  was 
rather  remarkable  that  even  though  Chairman  Muskie  served  on 
his  committee,  he  chose,  as  chairman  of  the  Appropriations  Com- 
mittee, to  feel  that  this  was  kind  of  an  extraneous  exercise  and  we 
were  trying  to  do  business  as  usual. 

I  remember  the  day  that  in  the  committee,  he  moved  $4  billion 
from  defense  to  the  program  he  was  responsible  for  in  the  social 
area.  He  crosswalked  it  very  quickly  with  hardly  anyone  even  no- 
ticing. That  sort  of  thing  does  not  happen  any  longer,  I  am  fairly 
certain.  So,  I  think  that  kind  of  climate  is  developing,  and  when  it 
has  developed  is  the  time  to  work  on  the  act  in  the  areas  you  men- 
tioned. 

CONGRESS  MAKES  THE  DECISIONS 

I  would  like  to  make  one  or  two  other  comments  r^arding  the 
statement  you  made,  which  I  agree  was  a  very  excellent  statement. 
First,  it  is  true  that  this  committee  is  not  bigger  than  the  Congress, 
and  anyone  who  thinks  it  is,  dreaming. 

The  Congress  makes  the  decisions.  All  this  committee  does  is  try 
to  bring  it  all  together  and  give  the  Congress  a  proper  vehicle  from 
which  to  work  out  the  decisions  that  have  to  be  made.  And  if  the 
decisions  have  been  wrong  recently,  it  is  not  because  the  process  is 
wrong.  The  process  is  here,  and  let  the  Congress  work  its  will. 
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AUTHORIZATION  PROCESS  WEAKENED 

Also,  you  make  comments,  Mr.  Chairman,  about  how  the  author- 
ization powers  have  been  weakened  by  this  process. 

Chairman  Domenici.  No,  I  did  not  mean  that.  In  fact,  I  think  we 
might  have  set  the  stage  for  them  to  r^ain  some  of  their  power. 

Mr.  Bellmon.  But  the  problem  is  that  the  committees,  at  least 
the  ones  I  have  served  on,  have  never  really  taken  the  authoriza- 
tion process  seriously.  Authorizations  have  been  a  wish  list.  You  sit 
down  in  that  authorizing  committee  and  dream  up  all  these  great 
things  to  do.  You  never  give  any  concern  to  whether  the  money  is 
available. 

I  remember,  particularly  in  the  Ag  Committee,  my  goodness,  if 
you  had  let  us  get  away  with  it,  we  would  have  spent  all  the  money 
in  the  Treasury,  I  suppose. 

Chairman  Domenici.  Yes. 

Mr.  Bellmon.  So,  it  is  not  that  this  committee  has  changed  the 
authorization  process.  It  is  the  fact  that  the  authorizing  committees 
have  really  not  taken  that  responsibility  as  seriously  as  they  might 
have. 

Chairman  Domenici.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Senator  Grassley. 

(Whereupon,  Senator  Gorton  assumed  the  chair.) 

CHANGING  LAWS  WILL  NOT  SOLVE  PROBLEBiS 

Senator  Grassley.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Senator  Gorton  raised  some  observations  that  came  to  my  mind 
r^arding  changes  in  the  budget  process.  I,  too,  was  a  member  of 
the  legislature  which  went  from  the  biennial  to  the  annual  appro- 
priations process  and  then  back  again— I  think  they  are,  in  my 
State,  back  to  a  biennial  budget — and  I  long  wondered  whether  or 
not  the  change  in  the  appropriations  machinery  really  makes  a  lot 
of  difference  in  the  end.  I  also  wonder  whether  or  not,  in  talking 
about  it  here  today,  we  are  really  running  coimter  to  what  the 
trend  has  been  in  State  and  local  governments. 

I  really  have  reached  no  conclusion  on  the  whole  point.  But  I 
sometimes  think  we  are  more  concerned  with  the  machinery  of  the 
budget  than  with  what  the  end  result  is.  I  submit  that  the  end 
result  that  we  should  be  after  here  is  to  change  the  mind  set  of 
policymakers  r^arding  budget  matters. 

We  have  had  a  mind  set  throughout  the  last  20  or  30  years  that 
it  really  did  not  matter  whether  or  not  income  was  equal  to  outgo 
or  whether  there  was  any  close  relationship  between  the  two  at  all. 
I  think  now  we  must  reach  the  point  where  legislators  realize  we 
cannot  have  the  mounting  deficits  we  have  always  had,  and  that 
merely  changing  the  machinery  or  specific  laws  is  not  necessarily 
going  to  solve  our  problems. 

ATTrrUDE  TOWARD  PROCESS  TO  MAKE  FINAL  DIFFERENCE 

Now,  nothing  I  have  said  to  this  point  is  meant  to  detract  from 
the  efforts  of  your  committee  to  refine  the  process  and  to  make  the 
act  work  better.  I  think  maybe  I  look  at  changes  in  the  Budget  Act 
a  little  bit  like  you  two  gentiemen  do.  My  staff  indicated  to  me  that 
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you  both  are  opposed  to  a  constitutional  amendment  for  a  balanced 
budget.  I  sense  that  you  think  a  balanced  budget  amendment  is 
simply  an  attempt  to  write  something  into  the  Constitution  that 
can  be  skirted  by  Congress,  and  so  it  will  not  really  accomplish 
anything.  If  Congress  wanted  a  balanced  budget,  we  could  have  one 
right  now.  I  guess  I  would  have  to  agree  with  that. 

(hi  the  other  hand,  I  have  been  on  the  other  side  of  that  issue.  I 
have  supported  the  balanced-budget  amendment  because  I  think  it 
encourages  le^lators  to  maintain  a  sound  mind  set  and  sound 
long-range  thinking  on  budget  matters.  For  instance,  in  my  State 
we  always  have  a  balanced  budget  whether  liberal  Democrats  or 
conservative  Republicans  control  the  legislature. 

My  experience  in  the  legislative  process  leads  me  to  think  that  a 
balanced-budget  amendment  will  work  in  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States;  at  a  minimum,  it  would  help  to  formulate  that 
sound  mind  set. 

So,  I  guess  the  point  that  I  am  really  trying  to  make  is  that  it  is 
the  attitude  toward  the  whole  process  that  is  going  to  make  the 
final  difference,  as  opposed  to  specifically  what  the  legislation  is.  I 
think  you  have  made  that  point,  and  I  would  just  ask  you  if  there 
is  agreement  with  me  on  that  point  because  I  think  you  would  see 
that  as  a  goal  as  well. 

CONGRESSIONAL  TOOLS  NEEDED  TO  SOLVE  FISCAL  PROBLEMS 

Mr.  GiAiMO.  Well,  you  are  asking  for  agreement  or  disagreement. 
I  agree  that  we  have  to  have  tools  in  the  Congress,  and  I  think  the 
budiget  process  is  one  of  those  tools.  I  think  we  have  to  have  tools 
in  the  Congress  to  address  ourselves  to  our  fiscal  problems,  both 
revenues  and  expenditures,  in  a  more  orderly  fashion. 

I  do  not  think  we  can  tolerate  excessive  deficits  in  the  magnitude 
of  $100  billion  to  $150  billion  a  year.  I  do  not  think  that  the  tool  for 
this  should  be  a  constitutional  amendment.  I  do  not  think  it  is  a 
constitutional  matter.  I  think  it  is  one  that  is  a  disciplinary  matter 
not  only  within  the  Congress,  incidentally,  but  within  the  adminis- 
tration. 

I  mean,  here  is  the  President  of  the  United  States  asking  for  a 
constitutional  amendment  on  a  balanced  budget,  and  he  himself  is 
sending  up  a  budget  here  which  is  out  of  balance  by  somewhere  be- 
tween $100  and  $150  billion.  I  do  not  fault  him  for  that;  the  reality 
compels  him  to  do  that. 

I  do  not  want  to  send  out  wrong  signals  to  the  American  people. 
I  do  not  want  them  to  think  that  Congress  or  the  administration 
can,  through  some  law,  solve  the  problem,  when,  in  fact,  there  is 
only  one  way  to  solve  the  problem,  as  you  know,  and  that  is  to  get 
a  better  relationship  between  your  income  and  your  expenditures, 
which  has  to  be  a  long-term  thing  because  it  involves  those  issues 
which  Chairman  Domenici  mentioned  just  a  few  moments  ago — the 
problems  of  income  transfers,  pensions,  and  many  other  items. 

So,  yes,  I  am  in  favor  of  tools  to  help  or  compel,  if  you  will.  Con- 
gress to  address  this  crisis  of  deficits.  I  think  deficits  are  terribly 
dangerous  to  the  American  economy  and  to  the  world  economy.  I 
feel  that,  and  I  do  not  think  we  have  all  the  time  in  the  world 
either.  I  think  we  are  being  threatened  and  we  are  beginning  to 
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recognize  it  as  a  people,  but  we  do  not  have  all  the  time  in  the 
world.  I  do  not  thmk  that  the  answer  and  the  solution  to  that  is  a 
constitutional  approach. 

Senator  Grassley.  Except  on  the  last  statement  you  just  made,  I 
guess  I  associate  myself  with  your  remarks. 

WAYS  CAN  BE  FOUND  AROUND  BALANCED-BUDGET  AMENDMENT 

Mr.  Bellmon.  The  fact  is,  Senator  Grassley,  that  even  though 
States  do  have,  our  State  among  them,  requirements  for  a  balanced 
budget,  States  have  capital  budgets.  In  our  State,  we  from  time  to 
time  vote  very  substantial  bond  issues  which  require  the  approval 
of  the  people.  But  if  you  take  those  into  account,  we  have  foimd 
ways  around  the  balanced  budget  amendment.  I  think  the  Federal 
Government  would  be  forced  to  do  exactly  the  same  thing. 

My  concern  about  amending  the  Constitution  basically  is  that  it 
would  only  add  to  the  cynicism  people  feel  toward  this  whole  proc- 
ess. They  would,  I  think,  eagerly  vote  to  have  a  constitutional  re- 
quirement for  a  balanced  budget,  and  then,  once  they  woke  up  to 
^e  reality  that  it  did  not  make  that  much  difference,  they  would 
be  further  disenchanted  by  the  whole  process. 

Senator  Grassley.  That  obviously  is  a  possibility  and  one  that  I 
hope  does  not  materialize.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Senator  Gorton.  Under  those  circumstances,  I,  speaking  for  the 
chairman,  will  thank  you  for  coming  and  for  your  counsel  and 
advice,  and  say  that  as  important  as  today  was,  your  continuing 
concern  will  be  much  appreciated. 

Mr.  Bellmon.  Could  I  say.  Senator  Gorton,  that  the  main  pur- 
pose of  our  organization  is  to  provide  public  understanding  and 
support  for  the  process,  and  I  would  invite  you  to  make  use  of  us  in 
any  way  you  can. 

Senator  Gorton.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  GiAiMO.  Thank  you. 

[Whereupon,  at  11:41  a.m.,  the  committee  was  adjourned.] 

[The  statements  of  Mr.  Giamo  and  Mr.  Bellmon  follow:] 
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TESTIMONY 

Don't  Try  to  Amend  the  Budget  Act  This  Year 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  testifying  today  on  behalf  of  the 
Committee  for  a  Responsible  Federal  Budget.* 

Our  Committee  is  concerned  for  the  survival  of  the 
Congressional  Budget  Process. 

The  deficits  we  face,  and  the  options  for  reducing  them, 
are  so  politically  loaded  —  we  fear  that  like  kings  of  old 
Congress  may  kill  the  messenger,  rather  than  face  the  music.   And 
the  Congressional  Budget  Act  and  process  are  the  messenger. 

Let  us  say  at  the  beginning,  it  is  not  our  position  that 
the  budget  process  as  we  know  it  is  perfect;  but  we  do  believe  it 
is  the  best  hope  we  have  to  promote  responsible  fiscal  policy  for 
the  country. 

There  will  always  be  differences  of  opinion  about 
spending  and  tax  priorities;  but  roost  informed  observers,  indeed 
most  taxpayers,  agree  we  must  have  a  system  within  which  we  first 
agree  on  aggregate  fiscal  policy,  then  decide  among  competing 

^/  The  Committee  for  a  Responsible  Federal  Budget  is  a 

bipartisan  private  nonprofit  organization  formed  to  support 
and  strengthen  the  Federal  Budget  Process. 

The  Committee  is  Co-Chaired  by  Robert  N.  Giairoo,  former 
Chairman  of  the  House  Budget  Committee;  and  Henry  Bellmon, 
formerly  Ranking  Republican  on  the  Senate  Budget  Committee. 
Brock  Adams,  Roy  Ash,  James  T.  Mclntyre,  Jr.,  Delwin  Clawson, 
Howard  Moskof,  Alan  Greenspan,  Edmund  S.  Muskie,  John  H. 
Filer,  Robert  Strauss,  James  Lynn,  Peter  G.  Peterson,  Al 
Ullman,  and  Elmer  Staats  are  on  the  Board  of  Directors. 
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priorities.   The  Congressional  Budget  Process  is  all  that  exists 
to  achieve  that  objective. 

There  are  ways  in  which  we  would  modify  the  existing 
process.   We  are  well  aware  that  many  others  are  anxious  to  alter 
our  budget  systems.   But  there  are  no  changes  so  compelling  that 
we  would  recommend  floor  consideration  of  amendments  to  the 
Budget  Act  this  year. 

We  understand  that  the  specter  of  the  Constitutional 
amendment  which  passed  the  Senate  earlier  this  year  has  the 
potential  to  force  floor  consideration  of  budget  process  change. 
We  believe  that  statutory  change  is  vastly  preferable  to  trying 
to  write  budget  rules  into  the  Constitution.   We  congratulate 
Chairman  Jones,  Congressman  Foley,  and  their  co-sponsors  for  the 
work  they  have  done  toward  crafting  carefully  considered 
amendments  to  the  Act  to  improve  the  process. 

"Haste  makes  waste"  may  be  a  cliche,  but  you  should  heed 
its  warning  when  you  open  up  the  Budget  Act. 

There  are  those  who  want  to  kill  the  oudget  process.   It 
will  not  be  easy  to  enact  changes  which  strengt^ en  our  budget 
systems.   Success  will  require  prior  consensus  around  the  kinds 
of  changes  that  are  necessary  and  appropriate.   That  consensus 
simply  does  not  now  exist.   And  there  is  riot  time  in  the  next 
month  to  achieve  consensus. 
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Resist  the  siren  song  of  short-term  political  gain. 
Resist  the  urge  to  rush  to  judgment  on  mechanical  devices 
designed  to  balance  the  budget  —  be  they  Constitutional  or 
statutory.  Those  devices  cannot,  in  any  case  guarantee  the 
political  courage  necessary  to  make  the  choices  required  to 
balance  the  budget. 

Take  your  time.   Do  the  job  right.   Never  was  there  a 
task  more  worthy  of  the  investment  of  time  and  effort.  Budgeting 
is  at  the  very  heart  of  our  political  system.   It  is  not 
overstating  the  case  to  say  that  the  future  of  the  country  may 
depend  on  the  outcome  of  this  debate. 

We  are  pleased  to  have  an  opportunity  to  appear  before 
you  today  —  to  offer  our  thoughts  on  Budget  Act  reform  and  on 
the  specific  legislation  before  you.   These  hearings  can  further 
debate  on  these  issues  enormously. 

We  will  attempt  today  to  address  some  of  the  specific 
legislative  proposals  before  you  —  then  speak  to  the  more 
general  concerns  of  our  Committee  with  regard  to  any  amendments 
to  the  Budget  Act  and  process. 

The  Constitutional  Amendment 

S.J.  Res  58  (H.J.  Res.  350)  is  not,  strictly  speaking,  a 
"balanced  budget"  amendment. 

Its  focus  is  at  least  as  much  on  tax  limitation,  as  on 
balanced  budgets.  Moreover,  the  amendment  attempts  to  ensure 
balanced  budgets  by  requiring  super  majority  votes  to  enact 
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"budget  statements"  (the  current  law  equivalent  of  which  would 
appear  to  be  budget  resolutions)  in  which  outlays  exceed 
revenues. 

The  language  of  the  amendment  does  not  address  budget 
authority.   It  does  not  create  any  new  sanctions  against 
legislation  which  would  create  the  authority  to  enter  into 
obligations  which  could  cause  expenditures  to  exceed  income.   In 
other  words,  on  the  face  of  it,  the  Constitutional  amendment  now 
pending  appears  to  require  that  we  manage  federal  fiscal  policy 
on  a  cash-flow  basis  (and  over  a  relatively  short  time  period). 

The  amendment  says  Congress  and  the  President  should 
ensure  that  actual  outlays  do  not  exceed  statement  outlays. 
That's  like  saying  expenditures  should  not  exceed  total  outlays 
contained  in  the  most  recently  adopted  budget  resolution.   We  can 
all  remember  times  when,  if  Congress  had  gone  home  the  day  after 
they  adopted  the  budget,  outlays  would  have  exceeded  the  amounts 
in  the  budget. 

You  all  know  the  reasons  this  is  so.   It  is  so  much 
easier  to  adopt  a  budget  which  includes  politically  attractive 
totals  for  spending,  revenues  and  deficits  than  it  is  to  adopt  — 
or  change  —  laws  consistent  with  those  totals.   The  sensitivity 
of  the  Federal  budget  to  economic  conditions  can  create  wide 
swings  based  on  relatively  small  estimating  errors.   And  the  very 
size  of  our  budget  makes  accurate  estimates  of  total  Federal 
fiscal  activity  very  difficult.   (A  10%  error  factor  can  account 
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for  a  $70  billion  change  at  the  nargin.) 

This  raises  t%iK>  questions  with  respect  to  the 
Constitutional  amendment  now  pending:   Do  we  really  want  to  try 
to  manage  federal  outlays  as  discretely  as  the  drafters  of  the 
amendment  would  have  us  do?  And  if  that  is  our  intent,  how  could 
we  do  so  without  extraordinary  sanctions  against  spending 
legislation  which  could  cause  the  outlay  ceiling  to  be 
exceeded?   (A  final  —  and  inevitable  —  thought  on  this  subject 
suggests  itself:   What  kinds  of  judicial  review  and/or  penalties 
could  ensure  the  application  of  any  Constitutional  or  statutory 
sanctions  against  budget-busting  legislation?) 

Who  would  determine  —  prospectively  —  if  the  budget 
were  in  balance?   On  what  set  of  economic  assumptions  %«ould  they 
make  that  determination?   (Rudy  Penner  has  suggested  that,  as  an 
economist  he  can  almost  look  forward  with  glee  to  the  day  on 
which  the  Supreme  Court  finds  a  set  of  economic  assumptions 
unconstitutional.)  And  if  the  courts  found  a  budget 
unconstitutional,  what  could  they  do  about  it?   Should  they  order 
Congress  to  go  back  and  re-do  the  budget,  change  the  law?  Should 
the  courts  decide  among  competing  budgets,  as  they  have  chosen 
among  competing  plans  for  re-districting?  These  are  not 
facetious  questions. 

We  cannot  afford  to  be  so  cynical  as  to  adopt  a  balanced 
budget  amendment,  reap  the  political  rewards  of  that  action,  and 
expect  the  voting  public  to  accept  the  inability  of  the  political 
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process  to  produce  the  result  that  amendment  required  —  no 
matter  how  good  the  reasons  £or  that  failure. 

We  are  concerned  that  confronted  with  a  Constitutional 
mandate  to  balance  the  budget  this  year.  Congress  would  simply 
t:hange  the  accounting  system,  move  spending  off-budget,  or  in 
some  other  fashion  comply  with  the  letter  of  the  law  without 
substantially  altering  the  role  of  the  Federal  government  in  the 
economy. 

We  are  concerned  that  this  outcome  would  undermine  public 
confidence  in  the  political  system.   That  confidence  has  already 
suffered  erosion,  largely  because  the  system  cannot  seem  to  come 
to  grips  with  the  decisions  necessary  to  address  our  economic 
problems. 

We  are  seriously  concerned  about  the  level  and  trend  of 
the  Federal  deficit.   Congress  must  act  to  bring  the  deficit  down 
substantially.  And  you  must  act  soon. 

Clearly  process  does  effect  product.   We  are  concerned 
about  the  budget  process  because  we  believe  it  is  necessary  to 
orderly,  responsible  fiscal  policy  decisions.   And  a  stronger 
budget  process  could  help  offset  the  biases  in  the  political 
system  toward  higher  spending  and  lower  taxes,  and  the  resulting 
deficits.   But,  as  we  said  at  the  outset,  we  favor  statutory  to 
Constitutional  means  for  putting  in  place  changes  in  our  budget 
systems.   So  let  us  address  some  of  the  statutory  changes  that 
have  been  suggested  to  help  ensure  Congress  will  live  within  the 
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spending  and  tax  levels  you  enact  in  budget  resolutions  and  put  a 
premium  on  the  adoption  of  balanced  budgets. 

The  Jones  Foley  Bill 

On  August  19th,  Chairman  Jones,  Congressman  Foley,  and 
others  circulated  a  draft  of  a  statutory  approach  to  a  balanced 
budget  requirement.   That  legislation  includes  the  following 
provisions: 


Requires  the  President  to  submit  a  balanced  budget  (or 
explain  why  he  does  not,  based  on  economic  necessity  or 
national  security) 

Requires  the  Budget  Committees  to  report  budget 
resolutions  that  are  in  balance  (even  if  they  also 
report  and  recommend  other  resolutions  which  are  not  in 
balance) . 

Establishes  priorities  the  Budget  Committees  must  follow 
in  balancing  the  budget.   Social  insurance  (including 
social  security)  and  national  defense  take  priority. 
Grants  to  other  levels  of  government  get  cut  first. 

Requires  three-fifths  vote  to  waive  the  spending  ceiling 
or  revenue  floor. 

Reduces  to  one  the  number  of  required  budget  resolutions 
each  year. 

Directs  Budget  Committees  to  study  budget  and  accounting 
systems  and  recommend  any  changes  necessary  for  the 
Federal  government  to  operate  Under  a  balanced  budget. 
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Requires  Chairmen  of  the  Budget  Committees  to  agree  with 
a  representative  of  the  President  on  a  common  set  of 
economic  assumptions,  and  on  "trend"  GNP . 

Transitional  provisions  are  intended  to  reduce  spending  . 
as  a  percent  of  GNP  to  20%. 

The  law  used  to  require  the  President  to  submit  a  balanced 
budget.   (The  balanced  budget  was  always  buried  as  a  set  of  not 
very  attractive  alternatives  to  his  recommended  budget  —  and  no 
President  ever  used  this  legal  requirement  (enacted  in  1979)  as 
an  excuse  to  say  he  had  to  submit  a  balanced  budget.] 

The  President's  budget  is  his  recommendation  and  a 
statement  of  his  program.   Its  hard  to  imagine  how  a  change  in 
law  would  change  that,  no  matter  how  it  is  drafted.   It  might  be 
more  useful,  from  a  practical  point  of  view,  if  the  law  required 
the  President  to  explain  how  and  when  he  recommends  the  budget 
should  be  balanced,  if  the  budget  he  submits  is  out  of  balance. 

The  requirement  that  the  Budget  Committees  report  a 
balanced  budget  had  very  salutary  effects,  when  it  was  tried  in 
conjunction  with  the  1981  budget  cycle.   Forcing  the  Budget 
Committees  to  go  through  the  choices  necessary  to  report  a 
balanced  budget  may  help  point  the  way  to  the  compromises 
necessary  to  achieve  that  objective  —  even  if  it  cannot  be 
reached  in  the  current  year.  Making  the  Committee  —  and 
Congress  —  choose  between  a  balanced,  and  an  unbalanced,  budget 
loads  the  process  in  favor  of  the  former. 

A  word  of  caution  may  apply,  however,  the  temptation  to 

8 


Digitized  by 


Google 


42 


vote  £or  a  balanced  budget  could  be  so  strong  as  to  ensure  that 
budget  is  adopted  each  year  —  whether  or  not  Congress  is 
prepared  to  change  the  law  to  live  within  the  limits  it 
prescribes. 

The  attempt  to  write  budget  priorities  into  law  is 
unwise.  The  language  o£  the  Jones  Foley  draft  recognizes  what 
are  the  overwhelming  political  imperatives  o£  our  times.   And  it 
is  arguable  that  those  imperatives  are  likely  to  remain  so  strong 
as  to  make  moot  reservations  about  writing  them  into  law.   But 
well-intended  actions  such  as  this  have  a  way  of  producing 
unanticipated,  unattractive,  consequences.   An  analogy  might  be 
drawn  to  the  indexing  of  entitlement  programs,  which  was  intended 
to  save  money.   It  didn't  turn  out  that  way.   And  no  one  on  the 
Budget  Committee  needs  to  be  reminded  how  difficult  it  is  to  un- 
do that  kind  of  legislation  once  it  becomes  law. 

Our  Committee  supports  moving  to  a  single  compulsory 
budget  resolution  each  fiscal  year.   The  budget  debate  has 
dominated  the  Congressional  Calendar  to  an  extraordinary  extent 
in  recent  years.   This  would  not  foreclose  Congress'  option  to 
consider  a  subsequent  resolution,  if  that  seemed  appropriate, 
sometime  later  in  the  fiscal  year.   In  fact,  the  Jones  Foley 
proposal  explicitly  recognizes  that  Congress  can  revise  the 
budget  as  often,  and  whenever,  it  finds  such  action  necessary. 
(As  a  practical  matter.  Congress  has  revised  the  second 
resolution  in  the  Spring,  two-thirds  of  the  way  through  the 
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fiscal  year,  in  FY  1978,  FY  1980,  FY  1981  and  FY  1982.) 

Clearly,  Congress  can  alter  the  budget  when  it  is 
convinced  of  the  necessity  ta  do  so.   And  equally  clearly  a 
compulsory  revision  in  the  Fall  has  not  forestalled  the  need  to 
revisit  the  budget  yet  again  later  in  the  year.   Why,  therefore, 
schedule  two  resolutions  and  start  adding  from  there?   Why  not 
do  the  job  once,  in  the  Spring,  and  only  revise  the  budget 
thereafter  if  there  is  a  solid  case  for  doing  so? 

The  Jones  Foley  draft  would  make  the  first  budget 
resolution  binding.   This  approach  might  have  the  salutary  effect 
of  encouraging  more  serious  attention  to  the  accuracy  and 
credibility  of  the  numbers  in  the  Spring  resolution. 

Until  last  year.  Congress  may  have  made  mistakes,  but  we 
never  passed  a  binding  budget  resolution  within  which  we  knew  we 
could  not  live  and  said  so  when  we  voted  on  it. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  Congressional  record  is  full  of 
debate  on  first  budget  resolutions  to  the  effect  that,  "if  we 
cannot  live  within  these  totals,  we  shall  have  the  opportunity  to 
change  them  when  we  consider  the  second  resolution  in  the  Fall." 

Many  of  us  have  said  in  the  past.  Congress  has  an 
obligation  to  act  on  budget  resolutions  as  required  under  the 
Act,  if  only  to  preserve  our  own  budget  process.   But  let  us  say 
now,  about  budget  resolutions  with  which  we  cannot  live  in 
general  —  and  about  the  second  budget  resolution  for  FY  1982  in 
particular  —  neither  the  budget  process,  nor  Congress,  is  well 
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served  by  adopting  completely  unrealistic  budget  resolutions. 

A  sound  budget  process  presupposes  credible  budgets;  and 
anything  which  has  the  effect  of  causing  Congress  to  give  serious 
thought  to  the  constraints  implied  by  budget  resolutions  when 
those  resolutions  are  adopted,  would  be  salutary  indeed  in  our 
view. 

The  Jones  Foley  draft  proposal  would  accomplish  this 
objective  and  its  clear,  explicit,  recognition  of  the  ability  of 
Congress  to  revise  budgets  as  necessary  should  assuage  the 
concerns  of  those  who  worry  that  adopting  a  binding  budget  in  the 
Spring  could  put  fiscal  policy  in  a  straight  jacket. 

The  requirement  in  the  Jones  Foley  proposal  that  both 
Houses  and  the  Administration  agree  on  a  set  of  economic 
assumptions  could  be  a  major  contributing  factor  to  making  the 
budget  debate  more  understandable,  as  well  as  to  focusing  the 
budget  debate  on  policy  instead  of  numbers  differences. 

Two  areas  of  budget  process  concern,  to  which  the  Jones 
Foley  proposal  does  not  speak,  and  to  which  Budget  Act  amendments 
should  address  themselves  if  they  are  to  encourage  balanced 
budgets  are:  Credit  budgets  and  off-budget  expenditures;  and 
enforcement  of  the  budget  at  some  level  below  the  aggregates. 
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Any  discussion  of  credit  budgets  has  two  components.   Credit  programs 
are  somewhat  different  than  direct  expenditure  programs.   As  the  word 
credit  implies,  we  expect  repayment  of  some  or  all  of  the  cost  we  incur 
In  conjunction  with  these  programs.   That  feature  of  credit  programs 
suggests  a  different  accounting  system  for  them  --  thus  the  discussion 
of  a  "credit  budget". 

The  off-budget  aspect  of  much  Federal  credit  activity,  however,  raises 
a  whole  additional  set  of  issues.   The  table  on  the  next  page  lists  off-budgi 
entities  of  the  Federal  government,  and  the  Administration  estimates  of 
the  outlays  of  each  1981  -  1985. 

Clearly,  the  Federal  Financing  Bank  is  the  largest  off-budget  entity 
of  the  Federal  government.  It  has  become  a  conduit  through  spending  in 
many  programs  which  appear  in  the  budget  is  moved  off-budget. 

The  Strategic  Petroleum  Reserve  was  moved  off-budget  Just  last  year, 
to  avoid  a  decision  either  to  cut  that  program,  to  cut  something  else, 
or  to  bust  the  budget.   The  other  programs  which  fall  into  the  off-budget 
category  are  there  largely  because  their  proponents  want  to  avoid  budget 
scrutiny  of  them. 

This  is  the  most  insidious  aspect  of  off-budget  activity.   It  avoids 
scrutiny.   And  the  temptation  to  engage  in  more,  not  less,  of  this  kind 
of  gimmickry  will  increase  if  Congress  adopts  a  Constitutional  amendment 
or  statute  designed  to  ensure  a  balanced  budget. 
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TABLE:   -       OUTLAYS  OF  OFF-BUDGET  FEDERAL   ENTITIES  (By  fiscal 
year,  in  billions  of  dollars)    \_/ 

Actual  Administration  Estimates 


1981 

1982 

1983 

\^^^ 

1985 

Federal  Financing  Bank 

21.0 

16.2 

12.1 

11.0 

7.8 

Strategic  Petroleum  Reserve 

-_- 

2.8 

2.8 

2.3 

2.2 

Postal  Service  Fund 

0.1 

0.6 

0.7 

0.9 

0.8 

Rural  Electrification  and 
Telephone  Revolving  Fund 

* 









Rural  Telephone  Bank 

0.1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.2 

0.2 

U.S.  Railway  Association 

-0.3 

-0.1 

* 

_  — 

-_. 

Synthetic  Fuels  Corporation 

-_- 

_-- 

-  — 

—  - 

--- 

Total 

21.0 

19.7 

13.7 

1<».3 

11.0 

♦Less  than  $50  million. 


1^/  An  ^"glysis  of  the  President's  Budgetary  Proposals  for  Fiscal 
Year  1983,  iTie  Congressional  Budget  Office,  page  24 


The  Mineta  Bethune  Bill 

The  Mineta  Bethune  bill  %iould  amend  the  Budget  Act  to 
require  binding  credit  budgets  be  adopted,  when  Congress  agrees 
to  regular  budget  resolutions.  The  Mineta  Bethune  bill  has  made 
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a  major  contribution  to  the  debate  on  credit  budgeting  —  and 
credit  activity  comprises  the  vast  majority  of  all  o£f-budget 
expenditures.   It  is  endorsed  by  the  Federal  Reserve  Board,  and 
by  a  whole  list  of  others  who  are  knowledgeable  and  concerned 
about  the  problems  of  growth  and  controllability  in  this  area. 

The  one  significant  shortcoming  of  the  Mineta  Bethune 
Bill  is  that  it  does  not  deal  with  the  question  of  how  credit 
activity  should  be  reduced,  if  it  must  be  reduced  to  stay  within 
limits  adopted. 

Many  credit  programs  act  like  entitlements,  i.e.,  the 
underlying  legislation  creating  these  programs  specifies  loan 
levels  and  interest  rates  for  which  defined  classes  of  borrowers 
qualify.  Absent  some  mechanism  to  force  revision  of  these 
provisions,  credit  limits  below  the  amounts  necessary  to  fully 
fund  loans  for  all  eligible  applicants  who  apply  would  imply  that 
those  who  applied  early  in  the  year  would  get  all  the  law  allowed 
—  while  those  who  applied  later  might  get  nothing  —  and  none  of 
these  decisions  would  have  anything  to  do  with  whatever 
priorities  Congress  might  place  on  the  competing  needs  of  people 
who  applied  at  different  times  during  the  year. 

It  seems  that  what  is  needed  to  control  credit  activity, 
in  addition  to  an  enforceable  credit  budget,  is  a  mechanism  to 
allocate  available  credit  by  function,  program  or  category  —  and 
a  coherent  mechanism  for  rationing  credit,  if  what  is  available 
is  less  than  what  would  be  necessary  to  fund  all  the  credit 
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programs  on  the  books. 

Budget  Enforceaent  Below  the  Aggregates 

A  Major  shortcoming  of  our  existing  budget  process  —  and* 
one  which  is  not  addressed  by  the  Jones  Foley  draft  proposal  — 
is  that  the  budget  is  really  only  enforceable  when  it  has  been 
"busted". 

Section  311  of  the  Budget  Act  created  a  point  of  order 
against  any  bill  or  resolution  which  %#ould  cause  the  budget 
authority  and/or  outlay  ceilings  in  a  second  (or  subsequent) 
budget  resolution  to  be  exceeded/  or  which  would  cause  revenues 
to  fall  below  the  floor  in  such  a  resolution. 

By  and  large  that  point  of  order  has  prevented 
consideration  of  such  legislation  —  but  only  at  the  point  when 
all  the  spending  (or  tax  cuts)  which  can  be  accommodated  within 
the  totals  in  the  resolution  have  already  been  enacted. 

The  Jones  Foley  proposal  %#ould  make  it  harder  to  waive 
the  spending  ceiling  or  the  revenue  floor.   It  would  require 
super  majority  votes  to  do  so. 

But  nothing  in  Jones  Foley  would  prevent  enactment  of  a 
new  entitlement,  of  a  direct  spending  bill#  or  of  an 
appropriation,  in  June,  July  or  August  —  when  there  is  still 
plenty  of  "room"  within  the  budget  ceiling: 

even  if  the  new  spending  were  included  in  neither  the 
President's  Budget,  nor  the  recommendations  of  the 
committee  of  jurisdiction,  at  the  time  the  budget  was 
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enacted;  and 

even  i£  the  bill  in  question  would  commit  billions  of 

dollars  £or  a  purpose  or  program  never  contemplated  when 

the  budget  was  adopted;  and 

even  if  the  effect  of  enacting  such  a  bill  would  be  to 

deny  necessary  funds  for  high  priority  purposes 

explicitly  recognized  and  included  when  the  budget  was 

adopted. 

For  example f  someone  could  propose  in  July  —  never 
having  suggested  such  action  earlier  in  the  year  —  an 
entitlement  program  for  expense  accounts  for  former  Members  of 
Congress,  make  the  argument  that  their  contribution  to  passage  of 
the  tax  bill  this  year  was  essential  to  the  enactment  of 
responsible  fiscal  policy,  but  that  it  was  so  costly  to  the 
former  Members  as  to  preclude  their  continuing  contribution  to 
good  government  unless  the  public  helped  by  picking  up  the  tab 
for  some  of  their  out-of-pocket  expenses.  The  committee  with 
jurisdiction  over  benefits  for  former  Members  could  look  at  the 
arguments,  say  that  makes  a  lot  of  sense,  and  report  the  bill. 
Congress  could  pass  it.   CBO  might  estimate  its  cost  at  $1.5 
billion  over  the  next  three  years. 

Once  the  bill  was  signed  into  law,  CBO  would  have  to 
include  its  cost  in  scorekeeping.  The  effect  of  doing  so  would 
be  to  reduce  by  $1.5  billion  funds  available  for  other  purposes 
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—  purposes  which  might  include  pay  for  Federal  employees,  jobs 
for  the  elderly,  a  new  submarine,  or  something  else  Congress 
specifically  took  into  account  in  deciding  the  budget  totals  and 
the  relative  priority  of  functions  and  programs  within  the 
budget. 

This  system  rewards  speed.   It  encourages  Members  and 
committees  that  might  want  to  push  potentially  costly  bills  to 
take  them  to  the  floor  as  early  in  the  session  as  possible.   It 
also  encourages  the  tendency  to  take  lower  priority  bills  to  the 
floor  early  in  the  Summer  —  saving  for  consideration  later  in 
the  year  bills  for  very  high  priority  purposes,  for  which  they 
are  virtually  certain  Congress  will  provide  —  even  if  it  means 
busting  the  budget. 

What  is  needed  is  a  system  which  allows  Congress  to 
measure  the  impact  of  all  bills  equally  —  when  they  are 
considered.   Delayed  enrollment  has  been  a  major  step  forward 
toward  this  objective,  with  respect  to  appropriations  bills.   But 
even  the  delayed  enrollment  provisions  included  in  budget 
resolutions  over  the  last  three  years,  pertained  to  bills  only  if 
they  would  cause  a  committee's  or  a  sub-committee's  allocation  to 
be  exceeded.   And  they  did  not  preclude  consideration,  nor 
enactment,  of  such  legislation.  The  bills  can  still  be  passed  by 
both  Houses,  conferenced,  and  the  conference  agreements  on  them 
can  be  passed.  After  all  that,  they  are  held  —  on  the 
presumption  that  when  Congress  considers  another  budget 
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resolution  it  will  either  make  room  for  them,  or  order  the  Clerk 
of  the  House  or  the  Secretary  of  the  Senate  to  change  them  to 
conform  to  the  budget. 

Delayed  enrollment  has  substantially  reduced  the 
propensity  to  consider  such  legislation.   But  everyone  knows 
that,  if  a  bill  is  once  passed  and  the  conference  report  agreed 
to,  it  is  highly  likely  any  subsequent  budget  will  accommodate 
its  cost  —  rather  than  requiring  changes  in  it. 

If  Congress  is  to  live  within  the  budgets  it  adopts,  the 
basic  tool  to  enforce  the  budget  must  be  available  for  use  before 
all  the  money  we  have  has  been  spent. 

There  are  really  three  alternatives  for  doing  this.   You 
could  be  much  more  specific  about  the  amounts  included  in  the 
budgets  for  particular  programs  and  agencies.   We  think  this 
would  be  most  unwise.   The  budget  process  cannot  take  on  the  work 
of  all  other  committees  of  Congress  or  it  will  fail  of  its  own 
weight,  and  because  of  their  resentment. 

We  could  attempt  to  control  the  budget  by  function.  But 
there  are  real  drawbacks  to  this  approach.  The  allocation  of 
funds  within  a  given  function  cuts  across  contmittee 
jurisdictions.  And  with  the  "netting"  in  the  budget,  total 
outlays  for  a  function  may  be  less  than  the  total  of  all  outlays 
for  all  programs  within  the  function  —  before  offsetting 
receipts  are  taken  into  account  in  the  programs  to  which  they 
apply. 
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There  remains  the  possibility  of  using  302  allocations 
for  this  purpose.  Deferred  enrollment  has  operated  quite  well 
based  on  these  allocations. 

There  are  good  reasons  for  this.   Bills  originate  in 
committees.   All  committees  receive  302  allocations  of  the  funds 
in  the  budget  for  programs  over  which  they  have  spending 
jurisdiction.   (The  committees  allocate  the  funds  they  have  among 
their  own  subcommittees) . 

If  you  enforced  the  point  of  order,  with  respect  to 
legislation  which  would  cause  a  committee's  or  a  subcommittee's 
302  allocation  to  be  exceeded,  committees  would  have  to  either 
stay  within  their  allocations  (for  the  total  of  all  programs 
within  their  jur isdication) ,  get  another  committee  to  give  up 
something  to  make  room  for  high  priority  legislation,  or  under 
the  Jones  Foley  proposal  they  would  have  to  muster  a  three-fifths 
vote  to  waive  the  point  of  order  against  any  bill  which  would 
cause  total  spending  within  their  committee's  jurisdiction  to 
exceed  the  amounts  in  the  budget  for  their  programs. 

This  could  substantially  improve  the  prospect  of  Congress 
staying  within  the  budget  once  adopted.   It  would  allow 
enforcement  of  the  budget,  before  we  run  out  of  money,  but 
without  requiring  the  Budget  Committees  to  get  into  great  detail 
about  programs.   Finally  ,  it  would  help  ensure  that  each 
committee  has  available  to  it  all  the  funds  in  the  budget  for 
programs  in  its  spending  jurisdiction  —  that  no  one  else  would 
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get  to  the  floor  first  with  a  bill  the  passage  of  which  has  the 
effect  of  foreclosing  consideration  of  legislation  contemplated 
in  the  budget. 

Reconciliation 

Our  rci—ittee  supports  reconciliation  as  a  necessary  part 
of  the  budget  process.  We  know  there  have  been  coaiplaints  about 
the  way  reconciliation  was  used  in  the  1981  budget  cycle.  Soaie 
of  those  coaplaints  %#ere  tieil-found&d.   Reconciliation  should  not 
be  used  to  enact »  nor  change*  non-budget  related  provisions  of 
law.   On  the  other  hand,  a  Meaningful  budget  process  requires  a 
nechaniSB  for  reconciling  the  total  of  individual  spending  and 
tax  decisions  with  Congressionally  determined  aggregate  fiscal 
policy. 

For  the  last  three  years,  alaost  everyone  has  agreed  %#e 
need  to  cut  federal  spending.  There  are  differences  of  opinion 
as  to  what  should  be  cut,  and  as  to  the  depth  of  the  cuts,  but 
almost  everyone  agreed  %#e  had  to  do  something.  We  could  not  have 
cut  as  we  did  (and  particularly  %#e  could  not  have  cut 
entitlements  such  as  federal  retirement,  medicaid,  and  student 
loans  —  much  less  have  raised  taxes  as  %#e  did  this  year)  without 
an  action  forcing  mechanism. 

And  reconcilation  is  an  action  forcing  mechanism.   It 
allows  Congress  —  not  the  Budget  Committees  and  not  the 
Administration  —  to  decide  what  it  wants  done.  The 
reconciliation  instructions  are  included  in  a  budget  resolution 
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that  requires  agreenent  of  both  Houses.  But  once  Congress  agrees 
on  a  resolution  including  reconciliation  instructions,  it  tells 
committees  to  report  legislation  to  increase  or  decrease  spending 
and/  or  taxes  by  specified  amounts,  and  to  report  that 
legislation  within  a  specified  time.   Congress  can,  of  course, 
dispose  of  the  reported  legislation  as  it  chooses.  Nothing 
compels  the  House,  the  Senate,  nor  the  conference  to  accept  the 
recommendations  of  any  committee. 

Reconciliation  establishes  a  set  of  rules,  including  time 
limits  and  special  procedures  for  debate,  to  expedite 
consideration  of  legislation  to  accomplish  very  specific 
objectives  —  once  Congress  determines  those  objectives  are  so 
compelling  as  to  require  .the  use. of  this  extraordinary  procedure. 

We  are  still  learning  to  use  the  reconciliation 
process.  We  may  want  to  consider  refinements  to  help  ensure 
reconciliation  legislation  is  confined  to  budgetary  matters, 
rather  than  broad  legislation  and/or  authorizations  unrelated  to 
the  reconcilation  instructions. 

The  1981  reconciliation  bill,  for  instance,  provided 
authority  for  the  Student  Loan  Marketing  Association  (SALLIE  MAE) 
to  issue  tax  exempt  bonds.  No  federal,  nor  quasi-federal  agency 
had  such  authority  prior  to  the  reconciliation  bill.  There  were 
no  hearings  on  the  issue.  No  consideration  was  given  to  the 
possible  influence  on  other  similar  agencies  and  their 
practices.   Indeed,  many  who  would  have  been  interested  did  not 
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know  that  provision  was  included  in  the  bill.  The  reconciliation 
bill  in  1981  substantially  changed  Federal  conununi cat ions  law, 
and  included  several  other  non-budget  related  provisions. 

But  this  year's  budget  legislation  seems  to  have  avoided 
the  pitfalls  in  1981.   It  may  be  that  having  experienced  this 
particular  problem  provided  its  own  remedy.  There  is  little 
consensus  as  to  how  one  would  draft  an  amendment  to  the  Budget 
Act  to  preclude  non-budget  related  matter  from  reconciliation 
legislation.   That  being  the  case,  and  given  this  year's 
experience,  you  may  want  to  leave  well  enough  alone. 

Biennial  Budgeting 

There  are  three  Senate  bills,  and  several  House  measures 
which  would  change  the  budget  cycle  from  one  year  to  two.   Rather 
than  commenting  on  specific  pieces  of  legislation,  let  us  address 
the  concept  of  |;)iennial  budgeting. 

For  the  record  I  (Senator  Bellmon)  co-sponsored  biennial 
budgeting  legislation  with  Senator  Baker,  before  I  retired.   I 
have  long  been  convinced  we  could  improve  the  effectiveness  of 
Congressmen  and  Senators,  if  we  could  only  reduce  their  work  load 
by  devoting  one  year  of  each  Congress  to  authorizations  and 
oversight  and  the  other  to  budget  matters. 

Having  thought  about  it  for  a  while,  however,  it  seems 
clear  that  biennial  budgeting  will  only  work  if  we  also  go  to 
biennial  appropriations. 

There  will  always  be  supplemental  appropriations.  But 
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the  regular  appropriations  cycle  must  coincide  with  the  budget 
cycle. 

Also#  a  logical  two-year  budget  process  would  have  the 
first  session  of  each  Congress  devoted  to  money  matters;  and  the 
second  session  set  aside  for  authorizations  and  oversight. 

The  reasons  for  this  are  two: 

Each  new  Congress  and  each  new  President  will  want  to 
mold  their  own  budgets.   Congress  will  not  want  to  live  with 
budgets  adopted  by  their  predecessors;  and  Presidents  won't  want 
to  wait  two  years  to  put  their  programs  in  place. 

And  we  have  found  through  experience*  the  only  way  we  can 
hope  to  live  within  a  budget  is  to  first  decide  how  much  we  are 
going  to  tax  and  spend  —  then  pass  the  necessary  legislation  to 
stay  within  those  bounds.  This  logical  progression  would  be 
maintained,  if  the  first  session  of  each  Congress  were  devoted  to 
budget  matters  and  the  second  to  non-budget  related  legislative 
matters. 

Symposia  on  Proposed  Changes  in  the  Budget  Act  and 
Process 

We  have  held  two  symposia  on  the  subject  of  how  we  can 
improve  the  budget  process.  A  compendium  and  proceedings  from 
the  first  of  those  meetings  is  now  available.  Each  Member's 
office  should  have  received  a  copy.  We  have  additional  copies 
available,  if  any  of  you  need  them.  We  hope  they  will  be  useful 
to  you  in  your  deliberations. 
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Chatham  Press  will  publish  a  book  based  on  the  second 
symposium.   It  should  be  available  early  next  year.  And  we  will 
send  each  Member  a  copy.  Sometime  this  Fall  there  will  be 
available  a  summary  o£  that  conference.  And  you  will  get  copies 
of  that  also. 

To  those  of  you  who  participated  in  those  meetings,  we 
thank  you. 

To  those  of  you  who  have  not  yet  attended  one,  we  welcome 
your  participation  in  meetings  we  will  host  in  the  future. 

We  sincerely  hope  that  these  meetings  and  materials  (and 
the  Congressional  breakfasts  we  hold  from  time  to  time)  help 
provide  support  for  —  and  help  to  strengthen  the  budget 
process.  That  is  why  we  exist. 

Please  let  us  know  if  there  is  any  other  way  in  which  we 
may  be  helpful  to  you  as  you  undertake  this  very  important  review 
of  the  Budget  Act  and  process.  We  want  to  help  in  any  way  we 
can.  Thank  you. 
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NEEDED  CHANGES  IN  THE  CONGRESSIONAL  BUDGET  ACT 

STATEMENT  BY  SENATOR  HENRY  BELLMON 

DECEMBER  5.  1980 

Mr.  President^  I  want  to  share  with  the  Senate  some  thoughts 
ON  needed  improvements  in  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  197^. 

I  first  want  to  thank  my  good  friend  and  colleague^  Senator 
^rcy^  for  pushing  me  to  pull  together  these  thoughts.  Senator 
Percy  was  one  of  the  original  architects  of  the  Budget  Act^  and 
through  his  service  on  the  Governmental  Affairs  Committee  has 
continued  to  keep  a  close  eye  on  the  evolution  of  the  budget 
PROCESS.  Here  on  the  Senate  Floor^  Senator  Percy  has  been  one  of 
the  strongest  supporters  of  the  budget  process  AS  THE  Senate 
has  dealt  with  many  tough  issues  that  the  process  has  forced  to 
the  forefront. 

i  also  want  to  thank  the  senators  and  former  senators  with 
whom  i  have  served  on  the  budget  committee  over  the  past  six 
years.  i  am  proud  that  we  hav^  been  able  to  develop  the  budget 
process  to  the  point  where  it  is  highly  unlikely  congress  will 
ever  scrap  the  process  and  return  to  the  old>  pre-1975  fragmented 
ways  of  dealing  with  economic  and  fiscal  policy. 

i  owe  special  thanks  to  those  who  have  chaired  the  committee  — 
Senators  Muskie  and  Hollings.  They  have  been  bipartisan  in 

THEIR  approach  AND  THEY  HAVE  BEEN  WISE  IN  DEALING  WITH  THE 
thousands  OF  INDIVIDUAL  DECISIONS  THAT  HAVE  BEEN  FACED  BY  THE  BUDGET 

Committee  since  its  inception. 

The  FACT  THAT  MY  GOOD  FRIEND  SENATOR  DOMENI CI  WILL  CHAIR 

THE  Budget  Committee  beginning  in  January  gives  me  assurance 
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THAT  THE  PROCESS  VI LL  CONTINUE  TO  DEVELOP  AS  A  KEY  PART  OF 
CONGRESSIONAL  DECISION-MAKING.   SENATOR  DOMENICI  BRINGS  TO  THE 
CHAIRMANSHIP  OF  THE  COMMITTEE  AN  EXCEPTIONALLY  KEEN  MIND  AND 
FIVE  YEARS  OF  EXPERIENCE  ON  THE  COMMITTEE.   !1e  PROBABLY  DOESN'T 
NEED  MY  ADVICE  ON  WAYS  TO  IMPROVE  THE  BuDGET  ACT  OR  THE  BUDGET 
PROCESS^  BUT  I  NEVERTHELESS  GIVE  IT  TO  HIM^  SENATOR  PeRCY^ 

Senator  Hollings  and  the  rest  of  my  colleagues  for  such  use  as 
they  may  see  fit. 

While  I  feel  the  Budget  Act  has  stood  the  test  of 

EXPERIENCE  REASONABLY  WELL>  I  DO  BELIEVE  THAT  IT  IS  TIME  CONGRESS 
EVALUATED  THAT  EXPERIENCE  AGAINST  TODAY'S  REALITIES  AND  IMPROVED 

THE  Act  wherever  needed. 

The  RECENTior-coMPLETED  House-Senate  Conference  on  the  Second 
Budget  Resolution  for  FY  1981  agreed  that  the  Budget  Act  should 

BE  THOROUGHLY  REVIEWED  IN  THE  NEXT  CONGRESS.   ThE  SeCOND  BuDGET 

Resolution  contains  the  following  provision: 

'The  Congress  recognizes  that  (other  than  for  certain 
minor  changes  adopted  at  the  start  of  the  ninety-sixth 
Congress  as  revisions  to  the  rules  of  toe  House)  there  have 
been  no  changes  to  the  budget  act  of  19/4.  it  is  the  sense 

8F  THE  Congress  that  after  s  x  years  of  experience  under  the 
UDGET  AcT^  THE  TIME  IS  RIGHT  FOR  CONSlDEf?  NC  REV  SIONS  AND 
MODIFICATIONS  TO  THE  BUDGET  AcT  SO  AS  TO  IMPROVE  THE  CON- 
gressional budget  process.  accordingly,  the  congriss 
believes  that  a  review  of  the  budget  act  and  the  congressional 
budget  process  should  be  undertaken  without  delay." 

Senator  Domenici^  the  incoming  Chairman  of  the  Budget 
Committee^  has  indicated  that  he  plans  to  schedule  hearings  by 
the  Budget  Committee  within  the  next  few  months  on  possible  amend- 
ments to  the  Budget  Act.  I  am  sure  it  will  be  advantageous 
for  the  Budget  and  Governmental  Affairs  Committees  to  work 
together  in  seeking  ways  to  improve  the  budget  process.  Also^ 
A  task  force  of  the  House  Budget  Committee^  chaired  by 


Digitized  by 


Google 


60 


Representative  Mineta^  held  hearings  several  months  ago  on 
POSSIBLE  Budget  Act  revisions.  I  understand  Mr.  Hineta  plans  to 

INTRODUCE  A  BILL  TO  REVISE  THE  BuDGET  ACT  EARLY  IN  THE  NEXT  SESSION. 

The  following  are  the  key  areas  in  which  I  see  the  need 

FOR  changes  in  THE  BuDGET  ACT: 

1.  Credit  Budgeting.  It  is  very  important  that 
Congressional  Budget  Resolutions  begin  to  include 
effective  controls  over  the  amount  of  federal  loans 
and  loan  guarantees  which  can  be  committed  in  each 
Fiscal  Year.  The  First  and  Second  Budget  Resolutions 
FOR  FY  81  include  some  modest  steps  in  this  regard. 
A  Task  Force  established  by  the  Senate  Budget  Committee 

HAS  HELD  hearings  ON  THIS  SUBJECT  AND  WILL  UNDOUBTEDLY 
HAVE  SOME  RECOMMENDATIONS  FOR  THE  FULL  COMMITTEE  NEXT 
YEAR . 

Senator  Percy's  Bill  (S.  2151)  is  the  most  thoughtful  credit 

BUDGETING  PROPOSAL  THAT  HAS  BEEN  DEVELOPED  SO  FAR.   Fy  OHU   VIB* 
HOWEVER^  IS  THAT  THERE  IS  NEED  TO  GO  FURTHER  THAN  HIS 
BILL  GOES  IN  SORTING  OUT  THE  WHOLE  CREDIT  PICTURE. 
I  BELIEVE^  FOR  EXAMPLE^  THAT  WE  SHOULD  SEPARATE  CONCEP- 
TUALLY THE  TREATMENT  OF  DIRECT  LOAN  ACTIVITY  FROM  OTHER 

TYPES  OF  Budget  Authority.  I  think  we  are  mixing  apples 

AND  ORANGES  NOW  IN  A  RATHER  CONFUSING  WAY.   EXPENDITURES 
which  become  BALANCE  SHEET  ASSETS  ARE  SURELY  NOT  THE 

same  as  expenditures  which  remain  liabilities  of  the 
Federal  Government. 

i  would  change  the  present  classification  of  those 
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DIRECT  LOAN  PROGRAMS  WHICH  ARE  ON-BUDGET  (GROSS  LENDING 

IS  SCORED  AS  Budget  Authority  and  the  excess  of  loans 

OVER  receipts  IS  SCORED  AS  OuTLAYS)  AND  INTEGRATE  THEM 
WITH  THE  LOAN  AND  LOAN  GUARANTEE  PROGRAMS  WHICH  ARE  NOW 
OFF-BUDGET.   I  BELIEVE  ALL  THIS  CREDIT  ACTIVITY  SHOULD 
BE  CONTROLLED  THROUGH  NEW  BUDGET  CATEGORIES  FOR  LOANS 
AND  LOAN  GUARANTEES.   BoTH  OF  THESE  CATEGORIES  SHOULD 
BE  SUBDIVIDED  ACCORDING  TO  THE  BUDGET  FUNCTIONS  TO  WHICH 
THE  VARIOUS  PROGRAMS  RELATE.   ThE  ENFORCEMENT  MECHAN- 
ISMS TO  ACCOMPANY  THESE  CATEGORIES  MAY  NEED  TO  BE 
SOMEWHAT  DIFFERENT  FROM  THOSE  FOR  THE  REST  OF  THE  BUDGET. 

On  THP  OTHFR  HAND^  I  BELIEVE  IMPLICIT  INTEREST  SUBSIDIES^ 

default  payments  and  administrative  costs  of  loan 
programs  should  be  included  in  budget  authority  and 
Outlays.  Also^  the  Act  should  include  criteria  for  deter- 
mining WHEN  LOANS  ARE  IN  DEFAULT.  SINCE  THERE  ARE  WIDE 
variations  on  DEFAULT  DETERMINATIONS  AMONG  FEDERAL  PROGRAMS, 

Consideration  also  should  be  given  to  pre- 
cluding UNDERSTATEMENT  OF  FEDERAL  CREDIT  ACTIVITY 
THROUGH  DEVICES  SUCH  AS  THE  FEDERAL  FlNANCIN(;  BaNK 

moving  on-budget  loans  off-budget. 
2.   Treatment  of  Trust  Funds  and  Rfvqlving  Funds.  We  now 
treat  payroll  tax  collections  for  social  security  and 
Unemployment  Insurance  as  revenues  and  score  them  as 
Budget  Authority.  Those  treatments  are  troublesome.  For 
instance,  when  we  reduce  Outlays  in  a  trust  fund  program, 
we  actually  increase  budget  authority  because  the  trust 
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FUND  HAS  MORE  RESERVES  WHICH  EARN  ttORE  INTEREST.   ThUS^  OUR 
PRESENT  CONCEPTS  MIX  ^DESIRABLE''  BuDGET  AUTHORITY 

(l.e.^  increased  receipts  by  trust  funds)  with  'undesirable' 
Budget  Authority  which  connotes  spending  increases 
in  most  programs, 

i  propose  that  a  new  category  called  'trust  fund 

receipts'  be  established  and  that  the  collection  OF  THESE 
EARMARKED  TAXES  BE  TREATED  MUCH  LIKE  OTHER  OFF-SETTING 

RECEIPTS.  This  change  would  go  a  long  way  toward 
PUTTING  Budget  Authority  on  a  consistent  conceptual  basis. 

There  are  also  large  revolving  funds  which  probably  should  be 
treated  in  a  similar  manner  to  what  i  am  suggesting  for 
trust  funds.  current  'netting'  procedures  disguise  the 
magnitude  of  the  federal  activity  and  cause  it  to  be  lar- 
GELY IGNORED  IN  Federal  economic  and  fiscal  policy-making. 
3,   Opp-Budget  Spending.  I  SUGGEST  that  budget  concepts  be 

ALTERED  SO  THAT  BUDGET  DEFICIT  AND  'ADDITIONS  TO  THE 
PUBLIC  debt'  are  IDENTICAL  EACH  YEAR.   ThIS  WOULD 
REDUCE  CONFUSION  —  AT  LEAST  ON  THE  HiLLI   It  WOULD 
ALSO  PUT  THE  REAL  DEFICIT  (OR  SURPLUS)  BEFORE  THE  PUBLIC. 

The  biggest  and  most  crucial  step  would  be  to  bring  all 
off-budget  outlays  on-budget.  i  think  there  will  be  general 
support  now  for  doing  this>  even  though  it  will  make  the 

GOAL  OF  A  BALANCED  BUDGET  EVEN  HARDER  TO  REACH.      ThERE  WILL  ALSO 
NEED  TO  BE  CHANGES    IN  THE  TREATMENT  OF  TRUST  FUND  DEFICITS 

AND  Treasury  BALANCES  in  order  to  make  deficit/surplus 

FIGURES  AND  PIBLIC  DEBT  CHANGES  IDENTICAL. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


63 


^.  Reconciliation.  Our  experience  of  the  past  two  years 
has  shown  that  reconciliation  tied  to  the  second  budget 
Resolution,  as  the  Budget  Act  provides,  simply  comes  too 

LATE  IN  THE  FiSCAL  YeAR.   In  ADDITION  TO  THE  PRACTICAL 

REALITY  THAT  CONGRESS  AT  LEAST  EVERY  OTHER  YEAR  WILL 

BE  UNDER  PRESSURE  TO  WIND-UP  ITS  BUSINESS  AND  GET  OUT  OF 

TOWN  BY  October  1,  there  simply  is  little  appetite  that 

LATE  IN  THE  SESSION  FOR  BITING  THE  BULLET  ON  A  SET  OF 
TOUGH  BUDGET  DECISIONS,   In  ADDITION,  THE  BEGINNING  OF 

THE  Fiscal  Year  on  October  1  makes  the  late-September 

TIMEFRAME  SPECIFIED  IN  THE  ACT  FOR  RECONCILIATION  ALMOST 

unworkable. 

This  year's  experience  with  reconciliation  attached 
TO  THE  First  Budget  Resolution  seems  to  me  the  way  to 
GO,  Section  301(b)(2)  of  the  Act  provides  that  the 
First  Resolution  may  include  'any  other  provision  which 
is  appropriate  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  act.' 
This  is  probably  a  sufficient  basis  for  establishing  the 
practice  of  including  reconciliation  provisions  routinely 
IN  First  Resolutions,  but  revising  the  Budget  Act  to 
authorize  specifically  the  inclusion  of  reconciliation 
reollirements  in  first  budget  resolution  would  help 
establish  the  practice. 

There  is  one  other  major  lesson  to  be  learned  from 

THIS  year's  'first  EVER*  USE  OF  THE  RECONCILIATION 
PROCEDURE:   Two  HoUSE  COMMITTEE'S  SUCCEEDED  IN  FORCING 

INTO  THE  Reconciliation  Bill  a  series  of  program  exten- 
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SIGNS  AND  EXPANSIONS  WHICH  INCREASED  SPENDING.  WhILE 

THIS  year's  Reconciliation  bill  is  still  a  major 

ACHIEVEMENT,    I   BELIEVE    IT   IS   ESSENTIAL  TO  AMEND  THE 

Budget  Act  to  preclude  inclusion  in  future  reconciliation 

BILLS  OF  provisions  WHICH  DO  NOT  PRODUCE  NET  SAVINGS 

(estimated  by  CBO)  over  the  first  five  years. 
3.  Hulti-Year  Budget.  As  you  know,  the  Senate  has  been  moving 

STEADILY  TOWARD  MuLTI-YeAR  BUDGETING.  ThE  HoUSE  HAS 
THIS  YEAR  MADE  SIGNIFICANT  STEPS  TO  COME  ALONG.   I 
BELIEVE  WE  WILL  SHORTLY  HAVE  A  BUDGET  WHICH  CONTAINS 
AGREED  UPON  TOTALS  FOR  AT  LEAST  THREE  YEARS.  ThERE  IS 
AT  PRESENT^ HOWEVER,  NO  ENFORCEMENT  POWER  BEHIND  THE 
BUDGET  TARGETS  FOR  OUT  YEARS.   It  IS  NOT  A  SIMPLE  MATTER 
TO  BUILD  AN  ENFORCEMENT  PROCEDURE  FOR  MULTIPLE  YEARS, 
SINCE  IT  IS  UNLIKELY  THAT  LEGISLATIVE  OR  APPROPRIATION 
ACTIONS  TAKEN  IN  A  GIVEN  TIMEFRAME  WILL  CREATE  ENOUGH 
SPENDING  IN  OUT  YEARS  TO  CAUSE  EITHER  THE  BUDGET  AGGRE- 
GATES OR  EVEN  THE  FUNCTIONAL  TOTALS  TO  BE  EXCEEDED. 

My  VIEW  IS  THAT  WE  SHOULD  CHANGE  THE  ACT  SO  AS  TO 
MAKE  THE  BuDGET  COMMITTEE  SERVE  AS  A  GATEKEEPER  ON  BILLS 
WHICH  TAKE  EFFECT  IN  FUTURE  YEARS  OR  WHICH  HAVE  THEIR 
MAJOR  SPENDING  IMPACT  IN  THE  OUT  YEARS..  FoR  EXAMPLE, 

THE  Act  could  be  amended  to  provide  that  any  bill 

WHICH  CREATES  (OR  AUTHORIZES)  NEW  SPENDING  BEGINNING 
IN  FUTURE  YEARS,  OR  WHICH  CREATES  (OR  AUTHORIZES) 
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future  year  spending  more  than  a  specified  percentage 
(perhaps  ten)  over  spending  for  the  budget  year^  will 

REQUIRE  A  WAIVER  BEFORE  BEING  IN  ORDER.   ThIS  WOULD 
ENABLE  THE  BUDGET  COMMITTEES  TO  USE  THE  OUT- YEAR 
ASSUMPTIONS  UNDERLYING  THE  BuDGET  RESOLUTION  TO  CHALLENGE 
PARTICULARLY  BLATANT  'fe ALLOONING"  OF  SPENDING  AFTER  THE 
BUDGET  YEAR.   WhILE  THE  BuDGET  COMMITTEE'S  OPPOSITION 
TO  A  WAIVER  WOULD  BE  SIBJECT  TO  OVERRIDE  ON  THE  SENATE 
FlOOR^  THIS  TYPE  OF  PROVISION  WOULD  CERTAINLY  HAVE  AN 
INHIBITING  EFFECT  ON  THE  REPORTING  OF  LEGISLATION  W I TH 
SUBSTANTIAL  OUT  YEAR  SPENDING  EFFECTS. 

6.   Effective  Sates  of  Revenue  CNANfiF.^.  The  Budget  Act 

CLEARLY  NEEDS  TO  BE  TIGHTENED  TO  REDUCE  THE  OPPORTUNITIES 
FOR  CIRCUMVENTING  THE  REVENUE  FLOOR  BY  SHIFTING  FORWARD 
THE  EFFECTIVE  DATES  OF  TAX  REDUCTION  LEGISLATION.   OnE 
DEVICE  THAT  HAS  BEEN  USED  IS  TO  MAKE  A  TAX  CHANGE  EFFEC- 
TIVE VERY  LATE  IN  A  FISCAL  YEAR  SO  THAT  IT  HAS  MINIMAL 
EFFECT  IN  THE  YEAR  FOR  WHICH  A  BUDGET  RESOLUTION  EXISTS^ 
BUT  A  MUCH  LARGER  EFFECT  IN  FUTURE  YEARS.   ANOTHER 
LOOPHOLE  IS  CREATED  BY  SECTION  303(b)  WHICH  PERMITS 

consideration  of  revenue  legislation  which  first  takes 
effect  in  a  fiscal  year  more  than  one  year  beyond  the 
fiscal  year  for  which  a  budget  resolution  exists. 

Ironically^  the  multi-year  enforcement  problem  is 
actually  easier  to  solve  for  revenues  than  it  is  for 
SPENDING.  All  it  will  take  for  revenues  is  an  amendment 

TO  THE  Act  PLACING  THE  OUT  YEAR  REVENUE  NU^3ERS  ON  THE 
SAME  LEGAL  BASIS  AS  THE  ONE-YEAR  NUMBERS  CURRENTLY  ARE. 
As  I  HAVE  ALREADY  DISCUSSED^  THE  ENFORCEMENT  PROBLEM  ON 
OUT-YEAR  SPENDING  IS  CONSIDERABLY  MORE  COMPLICATED. 
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7.  Points  Of  QRPgR  Against  Bills  ExcggpiNG  Crqsswai  k  Totals. 
The  present  enforcement  tools^  even  on  a  one  year  basis^ 
are  very  limited.  no  point  of  order  can  be  raised  unless 
spending  under  a  bill  would  exceed  the  aggregate  totals 

IN  THE  BUDGET.   A  PoiNT  OF  OrDER  CERTAINLY  SHOULD  LIE 

against  bills  which  will  cause  spending  to  exceed 
Committee  allocations  under  Second  Budget  Resolutions. 
I  personally  believe  the  point  of  order  should  also 
be  available  to  help  enforce  the  targets  of  the  First 
Budget  Resolution  as  well. 

The  First  Budget  Resolution  for  FY  1981  included 
a  temporary  provision  for  delayed  enrollment  of  bills 
which  exceed  committee  allocations.  i  believe  that  a 
somewhat  stronger  provision  should  be  included  in  the 
Budget  Act  itself. 

In  the  case  of  the  Appropriations  Committee^  I  would 

FAVOR  making  THE  POINT  OF  ORDER  LIE  AGAINST  INDIVIDUAL 

subcommittee  allocations.  otherwise^  the  senate  can 
be  faced  with  situations  in  which  the  last  bill  out  of 
Appropriations  runs  the  totals  appropriated  considerably 
over  the  budget^  but  the  feasibility  of  making  the 
Committee  live  within  its  total  simply  doesn't  exist 
because  the  last  bill  concerns  defense  or  other  essential 
spending. 

8.  Entitlement  Program  Exemptions,  I  propose  that^  so  far 

AS  POSSIBLE^  WE  GET  RID  OF  SPECIAL  PROVISIONS  ON  ENTITLE- 
MENT PROGRAMS  SO  THAT  THERE  IS  MORE  ADEQUATE  BUDGETARY 
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CONTROL  OVER  THESE,   FoR  EXAMPLE^  THERE  IS  NO  REQUIREMENT 

UNDER  Section  ^02(a)  that  entitlement  bills  be  reported 
BY  May  15,  I  don't  see  why  Congress  should  not  discipline 
the  timetable  on  entitlement  programs  so  that  it  can 
see  early  in  the  year  the  potential  spending  increases 
for  both  entitlements  and  appropriated  programs.  indeed^ 
Social  Security  bills  are  totally  exempt  from  the  Hay  15 
reporting  date^  even  if  they  deal  with  non-entitlement 
programs^  so  long  as  they  contain  some  entitlement 

FEATURES,  (SECTION  ^02^E)(2)), 

Section  ^01(d)(1)(a)  exempts  Social  Security  bills 
from  the  requirement  that  bills  which  would  exceed 
committee  allocations  be  referred  to  the  appropriations 
Committee.  I  see  no  reason  for  that  exemption.  On  the 
contrary^  it  seems  to  me  to  hold  potential  for  consider- 
able mischief. 

Finally^  Section  ^OI(a)  leaves  a  wide-open  path  for 
entitlements  to  be  timed  so  as  to  totally  evade.  control 
by  the  budget  process.  for  example^  there  is  no  imped- 
IMENT UNDER  Section  ^01  to  enactment  between  January  1 
AND  May  15  of  a  calendar  year  of  entitlement  legislation 
having  an  effective  date  of  october  1  of  the  same  year  — 
even  though  no  budget  resolution  is  yet  in  place.  like- 
wise^ there  is  no  impediment  at  any  time  to  enactment  of 
entitlement  legislation  creating  spending  in  future  years. 
Clearly^  Congress  needs  to  strengthen  its  institutional 

CAPACITY  to  resist  INCREASES  IN  ENTITLEMENT  SPENDING. 
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9.  Conference  Reports  ow  BuncFT  RpsQiimnii.  Both  the  Senate 
AND  House  Parliamentarians  have  ruled  that  Conference 
Agreements  on  Budget  Resolutions  which  contain  any 
numbers  that  are  'outside  the  range'  of  the  position  of 
the  two  Houses  going  into  Conference  must  be  reported 

in  technical  disagreement.  This  makes  the  Conference 
Reports  subject  to  amendment  on  the  Floor  of  the  Senate. 
The  Act  should  be  amended  to  provide  that  only  the  budget 
aggregates  (revenues^  Budget  Authority^  Outlays^  deficit) 

AND  not  the  numbers  FOR  EACH  FUNCTION/  MUST  BE  WITHIN 
THE  RANGE  OF  DIFFERENCES  BETWEEN  THE  HOUSES  IN  ORDER  FOP 
THERE  TO  BE  A  FULL  CONFERENCE  AGREEMENT.   ThIS  CHANGE 
WILL  REDUCE  THE  POTENTIAL  FOR  DELAYS  AND  BRINKSMANSHIP 
BETWEEN  THE  TWO  HoUSES  OVER  CONFLICTING  PRIORITIES. 

10.  CBO  Cost  Estimates  for  Conference  Reports  on  Spending  Bills, 
Experience  has  shown  that  we  need  to  amend  Section  403 

to  require  that  updated  cbo  cost  estimates  be 
included  in  conference  reports  on  spending  bills.  as 
we  all  know^  bills  are  frequently  rewritten  extensively 

IN  CONFERENCE.   ThE  CONGRESS  IS  STILL  ACTING  ON  CONFERENCE 

Reports  without  carefully-developed  cost  estimates  on 
the  final  bills.  This  should  be  remedied  as  quickly 

AS  possible. 

11.  Evasion  of  Hay  15  Reporting  Deadlines.  There  is  a  serious 
loophole  in  the  May  15  deadline  for  reporting  authorization 
bills.  Committees  are  increasingly  adopting  the  practice 
of  filing  incomplete  bills/  and  even  dummy  bills/  to 
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SATISFY  THE  FORMAL  REQUIREMENT.   ThEY  THEN  RELY  ON 

Committee  Floor  amendments^  often  accepted  without  real 

DEBATE^  TO  CLEAN  UP  THE  BILLS,  '  ThIS  PRACTICE  SHOULD 

BE  STOPPED  BEFORE  IT  SPREADS.   OnE  WAY  TO  DO  IT  WOULD  BE 

TO  PROVIDE  A  POINT  OF  ORDER  AGAINST  COMMITTEE  AMENDMENTS. 

Another  possibility  would  be  to  require  amendments  to 

BE  offered  by  the  COMMITTEE^  OR  BY  SENATORS  SIGNING 
THE  REPORTS^  TO  BE  PRINTED  AND  SUMMARIZED  IN 

THE  Record  at  least  three  days  before  the  bill  is 

CONSIDERED. 

12.  Two-Year  Budgets,  Authorizations  and  Appropriations, 
For  the  longer  run^  I  think  we  must  start  working  to  get 
THE  Congress  on  a  two-year  fiscal  period.  There  is 
simply  too  much  time  pressure  associated  with  the  one 
year  fiscal  period  for  effective  oversight  to  be  done 
and  other  aspects  of  congressional  decision  making  to 
be  carried  out  efficiently.  i  am  pleased  that 
Senator  Baker^  our  incoming  Majority  Leader,  has 

EXPRESSED  serious  INTEREST  IN  THIS  FUNDAMENTAL  CHANGE. 

Senator  Bumpers  and  other  have  also  recommended  that 
THE  Congress  "un  jam"  its  calendar  and  increase  time 

FOR  PROGRAM  OVERSIGHT  BY  MOVING  TO  A  BIENNIAL  CYCLE 
FOR  MOST  MONEY  DECISIONS. 

13.   Conformance  of  Budget  and  Appropriations  Si^divisiqns 
OF  THE  Budget.  I  have  been  an  advocate  of  the  adoption 

FOR  APPROPRIATION  PURPOSES  OF  THE  FUNCTIONAL  DIVISIONS 
USED  IN  THE  EXECUTIVE  BRANCH  AND  CONGRESSIONAL  BUDGETS. 
It  is  clear  that  a  great  deal  of  confusion  exists  BECAUSE 
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OF  THE  USE  IN  THE  APPROPRIATION  PROCESS  OF  THE  TRADITIONAL 
13  BILLS  ORGANIZED  BY  DEPARTMENTS  AND  AGENCIES^  4HILE 
THE  BUDGET  PROCESS  USES  A  "FUNCTIONS  AND  MISSIONS" 
APPROACH. 

I  HAVE  HAD  SOME  SECOND  THOUGHTS  ON  THIS  RECENTLY/ 
HOVEVER/  AND  AM  NO  LONGER  CERTAIN  THAT  IT  WOULD  BE 
WISE  TO  PUT  THE  TWO  PROCESSES  ON  THE  SAME  INFORMATION  BASE.. 
If  THE  ALLOCATIONS/CROSSVALKING  PROCESS  CAN  BE  STRENGTHENED 
AND  BECOME  BETTER  UNDERSTOOD/  AND  IF  POINT&-OF-ORDER  CAN  BE 
MADE  AVAIU©LE  TO  HELP  ENFORCE  THE  ALLOCATIONS/  THIS  MIGHT 
BE  A  BETTER  COURSE  THAN  THE  ONE  I  EARLIER  ADVOCATED. 

I  ASK  UNANIMOUS  CONSENT  THAT  A  STAFF  MEMORANDUM 
DISCUSSING  THE  ADVANTAGES  OF  THE  PRESENT  APPROACH  BE  PRINTED 

IN  THE  Record  at  the  conclusion  of  my  statement, 
m.    Rescissions  and  Deferrals.  A  careful  reviw  should  be  made  of 

EXPERIENCE  TO  DATE  UNDER  TiTLE  ^  THE  IMPOUNDMENT  CONTROL 

PROVISIONS.  One  problem  that  needs  attention  is  the  present 
'all  OR  nothing'  situation  ON  deferrals.  I  believe  it  is 

ESSENTIAL  TO  PROVIDE  A  SIMPLE  PROCEDURE  UNDER  WHICH  CONGRESS 
CAN  APPROVE  PART  OF  A  DEFERRAL  PROPOSED  BY  THE  PRESIDENT  WHEN 
IT  DECIDES  NOT  TO  GO  ALONG  WITH  AN  ENTIRE  PROPOSED  DEFERRAL. 

15.   Technical  Changes,  There  ARE  A  COUPLE  OF  aspects  of  the 

TIMETABLE  SET   FORTH    IN  THE  BuDGET  AcT  THAT  SIMPLY  HAVE 
PROVEN   UN/<ORK>»LE.      OnE  OF  THESE    IS  THE  DATE   FOR  THE  Slfi- 

mission  of  the  president's  current  services  estimates. 
By  agreement  with  the  Budget  Committees^  OMB  began 
/^out  three  years  ago  to  sibmit  thes€  estimates  in 
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January  as  part  of  the  President's  budget  sibmission. 
This  WAS  essential  because  the  President's  economic  fore- 
cast is  not  available  in  NoVErBERWHEN  THE  BuDGET  ACT  SAYS 

the  current  services  estimates  are  to  be  sibmitted. 
Therefore^  the  problem  quickly  arose  of  the  current 
services  estimates  being  sibmitted  on  a  different  economic 
base  than  was  used  in  preparing  the  budget  proposals 
SIBMITTED  IN  January.  The  switch  in  timing  of  the  current 
services  estimates  has  caused  no  prcb  lems  and  should  3 e 
included  in  the  budget  act. 

llk&rise^  the  cbo  annual  reports  and  economic  forecasts 
are  hw   sibmitted  to  the  budget  committees  in  january  or 
February  rather  than  in  April  as  projected  in  the  Budget 
ACt.  The  Budget  Committees  simply  must  have  this  material 
earlier  than-the  Budget  Act  provides  in  order  for  it  to 

BE  used  in  preparations  FOR  MARKUP  OF  THE  FiRST  BUDGET 

Resolution. 
Mr.  President^  I  thank  you  and  my  other  colleagues  for  your 

TIME.   I  HOPE  these  COMMENTS  W ILL  B E  USEFUL  TO  THOSE  WHO  CONDUCT 
THE  EXAMINATION  OF  THE  BUDGET  AcT  TO  WHICH  CONGRESS  IS  NW 
COMMITTED. 

I  ASK  UNANIMOUS  CONSENT  THAT  A  STAFF  MEMORANDUM  EXPLAINING 
THE  ENFORCEMENT  PROVISIONS  NOW  IN  THE  BUDGET  AcT  BE  PRINTED  IN 

THE  Record  following  the  other  memorandum  to  which  I  referred 

EARLIER. 
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PROPOSED  IMPROVEMENTS  IN  THE 
CONGRESSIONAL  BUDGET  ACT  OF  1974 


THURSDAY,  SEPTEMBER  16,  1982 

U.S.  Senate, 

COMMirrEE  ON  THE  BUDGET, 

Washington,  D,C. 
The  committee  met,  pursuant  to  notice,  in  room  6202,  Dirksen 
Senate  Office  Building,  at  9:40  a.m..  Senator  Slade  Gorton  presid- 


Bnt:  Senators  Domenici,  Gorton,  and  Chiles. 

Staff  present:  Robert  Fulton,  chief  counsel;  Nell  Pajme,  staff  at- 
torney; and  Lizabeth  Tankersley,  minority  staff  director. 

Senator  Gorton.  I  believe  we  will  get  started.  Senator  Domenici 
will  not  be  able  to  be  here  until  about  10. 

We  are  starting  out  with  Mr.  Gross  and  Mr.  McEvoy.  Mr.  Gross, 
we  are  delighted  to  have  you  with  us. 

Mr.  Gross.  Senator,  Jonn  and  I  are  so  used  to  working  together 
that  we  have  agreed  he  should  go  first. 

Senator  Gorton.  I  will  overrule  myself. 

STATEMENT  OF  JOHN  T.  McEVOY,  CHAIRMAN,  DEPARTMENT  OF 
FEDERAL  POLICY,  LAW  FIRM  OF  KUTAK,  ROCK  &  HUIE 

Mr.  McEvoY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  was  staff  director  of  the  Budget 
Committee  for  the  last  3  years  in  which  the  Democrats  were  in  the 
mjgority  in  the  Senate,  and  was  counsel  to  the  committee  before 
that  time.  I  had  the  rare  privilege  and  distinction  of  being  with  the 
committee  from  the  time  of  its  formation  in  August  1974  until  the 
time  I  left  and  had  the  ambiguous  distinction  of  being  the  most 
senior  staff  member  in  the  budget  process.  Everybody  else,  like 
George,  had  alreadv  gone  out  and  got  agood  job. 

I  nearly  titled  tnese  remarks,  Mr.  Chairman,  "The  Beast  That 
Tamed  the  Federal  Budget:  How  Mickey  Mouse  Turned  Out  To  Be 
King  Kong;"  because  I  find  that  discussing  possible  improvements 
in  the  Budget  Act  is  a  little  like  talking  about  how  to  improve  on 
the  performance  of  a  10,000-pound  gorUla.  It  may  be  clumsy  and 
sometimes  get  in  the  way,  but  it  is  hard  to  say  why  you  should  try 
to  improve  on  what  it  can  do. 

BUDGET  PROCESS  HAS  WORKED  VERY  WELL 

During  the  past  2  years,  you  on  this  committee  have  shown  that 
the  congressional  budget  process  can  provide  the  mechanism  for 
the  biggest  tax  cut  and  deepest  spending  cuts  in  modem  memory. 
The  budget  process  also  served  as  a  vehicle  for  congressional  lead- 
ers) 
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ership  to  secure  enactment  of  a  major  tax  increase  in  an  election 
year  oyer  the  initial  strong  objections  of  a  very  strong  President. 

Without  the  congressional  budget  process,  in  the  budgetary  chaos 
of  the  times  which  preceded  it,  these  achievements  would  have 
been  impossible. 

The  congressional  budget  process  has  thus  defied  the  skeptics 
who  once  called  it  a  fraud;  defied  the  conventional  political  wisdom 
that  tax  increases,  particularly  in  an  election  year  are  impossible; 
and  defied  the  prophets  of  1974  who  predicted  that  the  budget  proc- 
ess would  evaporate  after  a  few  years'  experience,  as  did  earlier 
budget  reforms. 

In  short,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  congressional  budget  process  has 
generally  worked  very  well.  Great  caution  should  be  exercised  in 
considering  amendments  to  it.  In  the  bipartisan  words  of  both 
former  Budget  Director  Bert  Lance  and  President  Ronald  Reagan, 
"If  it  ain't  broke,  don't  fix  it." 

The  second  reason  for  caution  is  that  not  everyone  who  wants  to 
amend  the  act  really  wants  to  improve  upon  the  10,000  pound  go- 
rilla. Some  wouldn't  mind  killing  it,  others  would  hamstring  it  as 
best  they  could.  Still  others  would  reduce  it  to  a  household  pet — 
nice  to  have  around,  but  no  threat  to  anyone. 

INTENT  OF  BUDGET  PROCESS  ACHIEVED 

The  budget  process  was  intended  to  change  the  way  Congress 
does  its  business.  It  has  achieved  that  result. 

Both  the  appropriations  and  tax-writing  committees  now  find 
themselves  subject  to  congressionally  imposed  fiscal  limits.  They 
are  also  limited  by  cost  accounting  which  could  be  conveniently  ig- 
nored in  past  years. 

The  authorizing  committees  can  no  longer  engage  in  new  back- 
door spending  through  contract  authority  and  similar  devices  de- 
signed to  avoid  annual  appropriations  review. 

Every  committee,  including  this  one,  is  subject  to  deadlines  de- 
signed to  get  the  Congress  work  done  within  a  reasonable  schedule. 
Some  observers  have  suggested  that  the  timetable  alone  was  worth 
passage  of  the  Budget  Act. 

In  imposing  these  changes,  the  Budget  Act  has  altered  a  lot  of 
traditional  power  relationships  and  ways  of  doing  things.  It  is 
normal  human  behavior  to  resist  change  which  threatens  a  loss  of 
power,  particularly  in  politics.  As  the  Budget  Act  has  pushed 
against  inbred  practices  and  threatened  power  bases,  those  used  to 
the  old  ways  have  frequently  pushed  back. 

In  the  most  notable  case  of  resistance  to  the  budget  process,  the 
Finance  Committee  achieved  a  msgority  Senate  vote  to  overturn 
the  ruling  of  the  Chair  that  the  Budget  Act  could  limit  future-year 
tax  cuts.  The  great  reluctance  on  the  part  of  the  Budget  Committee 
in  those  days  to  seek  changes  in  the  Budget  Act  derived  from  a 
belief  that  the  s€une  Senate  which  would  castrate  the  application  of 
the  Budget  Act  to  unbudgeted  tax  cuts  might  dismember  other 
parts  of  the  act  if  forced  to  that  choice  by  powerful  members  given 
the  chance  to  do  so. 
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AMENDING  BUDGET  ACT  WOULD  OPEN  DOOR  FOR  CRITICS 

Surely  many  members  sincerely  and  constructively  believe  that 
this  part  of  the  Budget  Act  or  that  part  could  be  usefully  amended. 
But  the  chance  for  mischief  in  the  amendment  process  is  both  real 
and  documented. 

A  couple  of  years  ago,  the  Senate  Governmental  Affairs  Commit- 
tee reported  the  "Fiscal  Notes  Bill,"  a  simple  and  minor  amend- 
ment to  the  Budget  Act  to  require  CBO  to  estimate  the  cost  to 
State  and  local  governments  of  new  Federal  legislation.  That  bill 
had  been  on  the  calendar  only  a  few  days  when  a  powerful  commit- 
tee chairman  notified  the  leadership  of  seven  different  amend- 
ments to  the  Budget  Act  he  intended  to  offer  as  amendments  to  the 
Fiscal  Note  Bill.  Because  several  of  those  amendments  further 
eroded  the  application  of  the  act  to  the  tax  side  of  the  budget,  sev- 
eral Budget  Committee  members  objected  to  consideration  of  the 
bill  under  those  circumstances,  and  the  bill  died  on  the  calendar. 

Other  powerful  members  of  Congress  have  in  the  past  suggested 
significantly  curtailing  the  Budget  Committee's  role  in  economic 
matters  and  reducing  the  effect  of  budget  resolutions  on  the  tax 
and  appropriations  process.  I  was  in  the  room  a  couple  of  years  ago 
when  Congressman  Boiling,  chairman  of  the  House  Rules  Commit- 
tee, objected  at  a  Budget  Committee  hearing  that  the  Budget  Act 
went  too  deeply  into  economic  matters. 

I  am  afraid  the  climate  for  reasonable  discussion  of  Budget  Act 
amendments  has  not  improved  recently.  The  debate  on  the  budget 
resolution  in  the  House  this  year  was  studded  with  threats  by  im- 
portant Members  of  the  House  to  reduce  the  importance  and  effec- 
tiveness the  budget  process  has  attained.  Amending  the  Budget  Act 
would  open  the  door  to  all  of  these  critics  to  act  on  their  com- 
plaints. 

R^rettably,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  Budget  Committees  have  given 
these  critics  some  ground  for  complaint.  Last  year's  first  budget 
resolution  unprecedentedly  and  unnecessarily  interfered  with  the 
relationship  between  the  authorizing  and  appropriations  commit- 
tees, leaving  a  wake  of  resentment.  That  course  was  fortunately 
avoided  in  this  year's  resolution. 

More  seriously,  this  committee,  the  Senate,  and  the  outcome  in 
the  House  on  last  year's  budget  resolution  gave  credence  to  a  fear 
many  in  Congress  voiced  about  the  budget  process  when  it  was  first 
enacted:  that  it  would  become  a  kind  of  privy  council  to  negotiate 
the  enactment  of  the  President's  budget  by  the  Congress,  rather 
than  an  instrument  of  the  Congress  for  formulating  its  own  budget 
policy. 

That  concern  was  increased  when  the  Budget  Committees  of  both 
houses  and  even  the  CBO  took  liberties  with  objective  economic 
forecasting  last  year  to  justify  with  wishful  thinking  the  enactment 
of  a  program  which  contained  foreseeable,  unacceptable  deficits. 

The  committee's  efforts  through  the  budget  process  this  year  to 
lead  the  President  into  a  substantially  larger  tax  program  than  he 
had  porposed  and  your  leadership  on  the  recent  supplemental  over- 
ride vote  should  go  a  long  way  to  dispel  the  concern  that  Congress 
has  been  read  out  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act.  I  am  not  sure 
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what  your  position  was  on  those  two  issues,  Senator  Gorton,  but  I 
had  reference  to  Senator  Domenici's  efforts  in  my  remarks. 
Senator  Gorton.  I  agree. 

BUDGET  PROCESS  BENT  BUT  Dm  NOT  BREAK 

Mr.  McEvoY.  I  sincerely  mean  that.  I  think  that  this  year  this 
Committee  and  the  Finance  Committee  and  the  Appropriations 
Committee,  sitting  together  and  deciding  upon  a  policy  and  advis- 
ing and  convincing  the  President  of  the  wisdom  really  reasserted 
the  best  elements  of  the  congressional  budget  process. 

Critics  can  point  to  procedural  difficulties  in  the  budget  process. 
For  example,  authorizing  committees  frequently  miss  their  May  15 
reporting  deadlines.  This  committee  has  missed  its  own  deadlines 
from  time  to  time. 

Some  of  the  shortfalls  from  the  requirements  of  the  act  have 
been  unavoidable.  In  1979,  Congress  missed  the  deadline  for  adopt- 
ing the  second  budget  resolution  because  the  conference  committee 
could  not  close  the  gap  between  a  Senate  which  wanted  higher  de- 
fense spending  and  a  House  committed  to  higher  domestic  spending 
instead. 

But  that  violation,  like  most  other  technical  violations  of  the 
Budget  Act,  was  later  healed  without  rupture  of  the  Budget  Act  or 
the  budget  process.  The  budget  process  was  bent,  but  did  not  break. 

That  kind  of  flexibility  is  a  virtue,  not  a  defect,  in  the  Budget 
Act.  If  you  could  build  a  budget  process  in  which  the  rules  rather 
than  the  Members  themselves  actually  controlled  congressional  suc- 
tions, you  would  have  a  machine,  not  a  human  process.  Sometimes 
you  simply  need  longer  to  work  things  out  than  you  need  at  other 
times. 

What  is  true  for  Congressional  Budget  Act  procedures  also  holds 
true  for  congressional  budget  process  results.  No  amendment  of  the 
Budget  Act  can  make  the  dongress  select  the  ''correct"  budget 
totals  or  even  live  within  the  ones  selected.  Budget  tergets  and  the 
bills  which  breach  them  are  determined  by  the  votes  of  Members  of 
Congress,  not  by  the  Budget  Act.  As  has  been  said  in  the  past, 
what  the  congressional  budget  process  needs  is  not  more  teeth  in 
the  Budget  Act,  but  more  spine  in  the  Congress. 

In  the  case  of  the  1979  missed  deadline  and  nearly  every  breach 
of  a  Budget  Act  requirement,  the  problem  has  not  been  the  act,  but 
the  actors.  The  problem  was  one  of  political  will — either  a  collision 
of  political  wills  or  the  absence  of  enough  political  will  to  meet  the 
requirements  of  the  act.  As  Shakespeare  said  of  another  senate: 
"The  problem  is  not  in  our  sters,  but  in  ourselves."  No  Budget  Act 
rule  can  withstand  a  congressional  choice  to  ignore  it. 

BUDGET  ACT  REQUIREMENTS  IGNORED  BY  CONGRESS 

The  fact  is  that  Congress,  just  this  ^ear,  chose  to  ignore  one  of 
the  clearest  and  most  important  requirements  of  the  Budget  Act: 
the  second  budget  resolution.  The  heart  of  the  Budget  Act,  in  the 
view  of  former  Chairman  Muskie,  was  to  require  that  Congress 
ratify  its  budget  figures,  especially  the  deficit  estimates,  before  it 
went  home  to  face  the  people.  That  vote  has  been  neatly  avoided  by 
the  elimination  of  the  second  budget  resolution  this  year.  The  sus- 


Digitized  by 


Google 


77 

pension  of  the  fiscal  year  1983  second  budget  resolution  demon- 
strates that  Congress  can  ignore  any  budget  act  requirement — no 
matter  how  toughly  worded — whenever  it  chooses.  R^rettably,  it 
also  demonstrates  tiiat  when  Congress  chooses  to  ignore  the  act,  it 
may  do  so  in  the  worst  way:  simply  by  repealing  or  amending  it. 

When  Congress  decides  to  amend  the  Budget  Act,  it  should  do  so 
only  in  the  most  deliberate  fashion,  by  dinect  amendment  to  the 
Budget  Act  in  the  normal  legislative  course,  after  full  hearings  and 
consideration  by  this  and  the  Governmental  Affairs  Committee  of 
the  Senate  and,  although  it  is  not  required  by  House  rules  by  the 
Budget  and  Rules  Committees  of  the  House. 

The  precedent  established  in  last  springes  first  budget  resolution 
of  amending  the  Budget  Act  to  eliminate  the  second  resolution  will 
surely  come  back  to  haunt  this  committee  and  the  process  as 
others  use  it  against  you  in  the  future.  That  potential  precedent 
should  be  limited,  obscured,  and  forgotten,  at  the  earliest  opportu- 
nity. 

I  do  not  mean  by  these  comments  to  discourage  thoughtful  exam- 
ination of  a  2-year  budget  cycle  or  a  biannual  appropriations  proc- 
ess. But  the  economic  events  of  the  past  10  years,  including  reces- 
sions of  unpredicted  severity  and  uncontrollable  inflationary  events 
such  as  international  oil  price  shocks  and  weather-induced  food 
price  increases,  clearly  indicate  that  you  cannot  expect  a  budget 
resolution  to  remain  viable  for  a  2-year  period.  Indeed,  totals  of  the 
first  resolution  enacted  last  spring  seem  quite  out  of  date  by  now. 

Supplemental  spending  requirements  are  inevitable  in  our  com- 
plicated and  unpredictable  world  and  grow  more  likely  the  longer 
we  make  the  budget  cycle.  Even  if  you  change  the  authorization 
and  appropriations  cycle,  no  compelling  reason  exists  to  change  the 
budget  resolution  cycle  or  the  rest  of  the  Budget  Act  on  that  ac- 
count. 

BUDGET  ACT  WOUNDS  CAN  BE  CURED  WTTHGUT  AMENDMENT 

In  summcuy,  Mr.  Chairman,  any  patching  up  which  the  budget 
process  needs  results  mainly  from  self-inflicted  wounds:  Careless- 
ness with  estimates;  the  appearance  of  surrender  to  a  particular 
President's  program;  and  impulsive  amputation  of  an  essential  part 
of  the  Budget  Act  this  year — the  second  budget  resolution.  All  of 
these  wounds  can  be  cured  without  any  amendment  of  the  Budget 
Act,  simply  by  deciding  not  to  repeat  them.  No  amendment  of  the 
Budget  Act  will  prevent  their  repetition,  if  Congress  chooses  to 
shortcircuit  the  process  again. 

Your  present  review  of  the  budget  process  will  have  served  a 
very  useful  purpose  if  you  determine  that  amendment  is  not  in 
order  now;  that  the  risk  of  improvident  amendment  outweighs  any 
gain;  that  the  10,000-pound  gorilla  is  performing  just  about  as  well 
as  could  be  expected  of  any  beast  designed  to  squeeze  the  mam- 
moth Federal  budget. 

Senator  Gorton.  Thank  you,  Mr.  McEvoy.  I  am  going  to  have  a 
few  questions  for  you,  but  in  order  to  make  this  a  panel  we  will 
hear  from  Mr.  Gross  first.  ^ 
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STATEMENT  OF  GEORGE  GROSS,  DIRECTOR  OF  FEDERAL 
RELATIONS,  NATIONAL  LEAGUE  OF  CITIES 

Mr.  Gross.  Thank  you,  Senator.  My  name  is  George  Gross.  I  am 
currently  director  of  Federal  relations  for  the  National  League  of 
Cities.  Like  John,  I  served  as  the  first  general  counsel  of  the  House 
Budget  Committee  in  October  of  1974,  and  subsequently  as  its  ex- 
ecutive director  from  September  1975  through  April  1978. 

It  is  a  pleasure  to  be  here  this  morning  to  discuss  possible  im- 
provements in  the  congressional  budget  process.  I  agree  with  John 
that,  despite  its  shortcomings  and  the  inevitable  frustrations  that 
accompany  any  budget  process,  the  congressional  process  is  work- 
ing satisfactorily,  rather  better,  in  fact,  than  can  be  expected  after 
the  very  difficult  budget  battles  of  the  past  3  years. 

I  do  not  believe  the  act  needs  much  change,  and  certainly  not  the 
sweeping  changes  that  would  be  involved  in  a  2-year  budget  proc- 
ess, something  much  talked  about  these  days.  On  that,  Mr.  CSiair- 
man,  I  have  submitted  to  the  committee  some  comments  I  recentiy 
made  on  a  bill  by  Senators  Quayle  and  Ford  to  move  toward  a  2- 
year  budget  process.^ 

I  do  not  agree  with  John  that  we  shouldn't  amend  the  Budget 
Act  or  change  it  in  any  way.  John's  feeling,  though,  is  a  forceful 
one,  expressed  best  by  someone  many  years  ago,  as  follows:  'It  is 
easier  to  bear  what's  amiss  than  to  go  about  reforming  it." 

Change  is  needed.  The  process  is  now  in  my  view  b^inning  to 
dominate  the  congressionsu  calendar  without  clear  benefit  to  itself 
and  with  detriment  to  the  rights  and  responsibilities  of  the  author- 
izing and  appropriating  committees. 

The  budget  process  seems  to  me  to  be  completely  overloading 
Congress  normal  legislative  procedures.  The  result  is  inconsistent 
with  a  principal  objective  of  the  act,  to  create  a  process  that  works 
in  tandem  with  existing  committees,  relying  on  them  to  fashion  the 
details  of  tax  and  spending  policy  in  accordance  with  budget  resolu- 
tions. 

The  change  that  is  needed  should  not  be  wide  ranging.  In 
Thomas  Jefferson's  words,  ''the  patch  should  be  commensurate 
with  the  hole." 

Three  problems  require  prompt  attention.  First,  it  simply  takes 
too  long  to  adopt  the  first  budget  resolution,  which  increasingly 
dominates  the  legislative  calendar  and  frustrates  the  work  schea- 
ules  of  other  committees. 

Second,  there  is  not  enough  time  for  committees  to  comply  with 
reconciliation  instructions.  And  third,  some  strong  action  is  needed 
to  help  end  the  annual  problem  of  continuing  funding  resolutions. 

What  should  be  done? 

THE  FIRST  BUDGET  RESOLUTION 

First,  the  first  budget  resolution.  The  first  budget  resolution,  in- 
cluding reconciliation  directions  which  I  think  wiU.  be  an  annual 
feature  of  resolutions,  should  be  adopted  by  April  1,  rather  than  by 
May  15,  or  as  is  most  often  the  case,  a  week  or  two  later.  This  criti- 
cal change  would  give  the  tax,  appropriations  and  other  commit- 
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tees  of  Congress  2  extra  months  to  legislate,  with  early  knowledge 
of  the  overall  budget  targets,  time  to  develop  a  consensus  for  the 
actions  needed  to  comply  with  the  targets.  For  the  budget  commit- 
tees, it  would  mean  less  time  for  polarization  aroimd  relatively 
minor  issues,  such  as  the  precise  funding  level  for  the  urban  devel- 
opment action  grant  program,  for  example,  and  an  opportunity  to 
promote  a  more  focused  discussion  of  broad  fiscal  policy  and  budget 
priorities,  which  all  Members  agree  are  their  proper  responsibil- 
ities. 

THE  SECOND  BUDGET  RESOLUTION 

The  second  budget  resolution  presents  special  problems.  Until 
the  past  2  years,  it  most  often  merely  updated  the  economic  and 
budget  estimates  made  in  the  first  resolution,  without  proposing 
substantive  policy  changes.  The  result  was  that  Members  were 
asked  to  vote  for  a  piece  of  paper  that  merely  ratified  the  past, 
without  doing  anything  about  it. 

The  practice  during  the  past  2  years  has  produced  a  different 
problem:  Since  the  first  resolution  figures  are  adopted  if  a  second 
resolution  is  not,  the  result  is  to  set  a  revenue  floor  and  spending 
ceiling  based  on  economic  and  program  assumptions  that  all  agree 
are  no  longer  valid. 

In  my  view,  a  new  rule  should  be  adopted:  No  second  budget  res- 
olution should  be  acted  on  unless  new  substantive  economic  or 
budget  policy  is  recommended  by  the  Budget  Committees  by  Sep- 
tember 15;  if  such  action  is  not  proposed,  the  committees  should  be 
authorized  to  update  the  first  resolution  numbers  and  establish  the 
needed  spending  ceiling  and  revenue  floor  by  submitting  those  new 
numbers  to  their  respective  Houses.  In  addition,  there  should  be  a 
procedure  allowing  disapproval  of  the  updated  numbers  by  each 
House  within  7  days  to  10  days. 

THE  RECONCILIATION  PROCESS 

Second,  the  reconciliation  process.  Despite  its  abuse  in  1981,  it  is 
now  beinfi^  used  for  a  third  time.  In  fact,  it  is  the  only  enforcement 
tool  developed  so  far  to  insure  that  the  first  budget  resolution  tar- 
gets with  respect  to  revenues  and  entitlement  programs  are 
€u;hieved. 

The  problem  is  that  committees  have  too  little  time  to  develop 
the  necessary  political  consensus  to  achieve  the  budget  savings  tar- 
geted in  the  nrst  resolution.  If  adoption  of  the  firat  resolution — 
with  reconciliation  instructions  is  required  by  April  1,  committees 
should  have  2  to  3  months — until  June  1  or  July  1 — to  comply  with 
the  directions. 

Chairman  Domenici.  Mr.  Chairman,  there  is  a  great  difference  of 
opinion  on  the  last  point.  Some  think  it  is  inversely  proportionate, 
that  the  less  time  you  have,  the  more  chance  you  have  to  get  it 
done.  Excuse  me. 

Mr.  Gross.  All  right. 

Senator  Gorton.  Both  the  chairman  of  this  meeting  and  the 
chairman  of  the  committee. 

Chairman  Domenici.  And  Senator  Chiles  is  nodding. 

Mr.  Gross.  We  will  talk  about  that. 
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Reconciliation  is  in  many  respects  the  central  feature  of  today's 
budget  process.  I  still  believe,  despite  that  colloquy,  that  it  makes 
sense  to  give  committees  adequate  time  to  achieve  the  very  diffi- 
cult goals  set  broadly  in  the  first  budget  resolution. 

CONTINUING  RESOLUnONS 

Third,  continuing  funding  resolutions.  Continuing  resolutions 
were  a  problem  before  the  Budget  Act  of  1974;  unfortunately, 
under  the  pressures  of  the  budget  timetable,  I  think,  the  problem  is 
getting  worse.  What  is  needed  is  a  strong  incentive  for  completing 
the  bills  before  adoption  of  the  ceiling-setting  second  resolution. 

If  an  appropriations  bill  is  not  completed  by  that  time,  I  suggest 
that  the  second  budget  resolution  should  assume  an  arbitrarily  low 
spending  level  for  that  bill,  such  as  the  current  year  spending  level 
or  the  President's  recommended  level,  whichever  is  lower.  If  it  is 
brought  to  the  House  floor  or  Senate  floor  later,  it  would  have  to 
confront  the  spending  ceiling  set  in  the  second  resolution  and  ad- 
justed accordingly. 

Senator  Chiles.  Again,  won't  that  play  right  into  the  hands  of 
one  side  of  the  players,  who  would  like  exactly  that,  and  so  they 
could  do  everything  on  their  side  to  delay? 

Senator  Gorton.  It  is  not  a  neutral  suggestion,  because  you  will 
have  a  large  group  of  people  who  want  exactly  that  to  happen. 

Mr.  Gross.  That  is  true.  Senators,  and  it  is  something  I  have 
thought  about.  In  fact,  though,  most  appropriations  bills  do  not  get 
delayed  because  of  a  majority  view  that  all  of  the  numbers  in  the 
bill  are  too  large.  They  get  delayed  because  of  dissatisfaction  with 
several  individual  items,  sometimes  only  one  item.  The  msgority 
want  a  bill. 

Senator  Chiles.  I  don't  think  the  reason  for  the  continuing  reso- 
lutions right  now  is  the  Budget  Act.  The  reason  for  them  is  the 
game  that  is  going  on  between  the  White  House  and  the  House, 
which  involves  holding  up  the  appropriations  bill  for  defense.  They 
feel  that  is  their  only  lever,  so  they  are  going  to  hold  on  to  that. 
Defense  is  their  ace.  They  are  not  going  to  let  that  go.  I  don't  think 
this  fight  today  has  anything  to  do  with  the  Budget  Act. 

BILLS  DELAYED  FOR  MANY  REASONS 

Mr.  Gross.  I  disagree  somewhat.  Senator.  There  are  a  lot  of  rea- 
sons why  bills  get  delayed.  Sometimes  it  is  due  to  a  social  issue 
rider.  Sometimes  it  is  due  to  unique  circumstances:  last  year,  for 
example,  the  House  sent  over,  I  believe,  11  appropriations  bills  to 
you  by  the  end  of  July.  The  bills  were  delayed  here  because  of  the 
President's  additional  budget  amendments,  calling  for  a  12-percent 
across-the-board  cut.  That  sent  Senator  Hatfield's  committee  back 
to  the  drawing  boards  to  try  to  meet  that  recommendation  in  some 
fashion. 

There  are  always  some  unique  reasons.  But  what  is  happening 
now  is  that  House  action  on  appropriations  bills  is  delayed  inordi- 
nately. It  is  delayed  into  June,  because  the  first  budget  resolution 
figures  are  not  biown  until  early  June.  That  robs  the  House  com- 
mittee of  2  months  in  getting  those  bills  moving. 
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It  is  true  that,  under  the  process,  if  the  House  enacts  all  appro- 
priations bills  by  the  end  of  June,  which  happened  in  fact  in  the 
early  years  of  the  process,  the  Senate  does  have  adequate  time.  But 
we  are  now  running  into  additional  problems  because  of  differences 
between  the  President  and  the  Congress  on  budget  priorities.  ITie 
normal  problems  have  been  exacerbated. 

The  next  President,  I  am  sure,  will  present  new  problems  with 
respect  to  the  Congress,  and  so  will  the  one  after  that.  But  the  lack 
of  time  under  the  process  makes  the  problem  worse. 

My  recommendation  that  the  first  resolution  be  adopted  e€u*lier 
would  help  substantially.  I  think  there  is  almost  nothing  that  so 
demeans  Congress  in  the  public  eye  than  the  annual  fight  over  con- 
tinuing resolutions  and  shutting  down  the  Government  or  some 
Government  agencies. 

Senator  Gorton.  I  think  all  of  us  agree  with  you  on  that. 

Mr.  Gross.  Something  more  is  needed.  Perhaps  extra  time  is 
enough.  My  hunch  is  that  something  more  is  needed. 

BUDGET  ESTIMATES 

Just  to  finish  up,  one  last  suggestion.  Recent  budget  battles  have 
been  marked  by  sh£u*p  differences  between  the  House,  the  Senate, 
and  the  executive  branch  over  the  amount  of  spending  contained  in 
budget  resolutions  and  continuing  resolutions.  When  the  battles 
end,  I  doubt  that  more  than  a  handful  of  Members  of  Congress  can 
accurately  describe  the  dollar  differences  involved.  The  public  un- 
derstanding of  the  differences  between  the  Congress  and  the  Presi- 
dent must  be  slim  indeed. 

To  a  certain  extent,  it  is  unlikely  that  the  Congress  and  the 
President  can  ever  fully  agree  on  all  budget  numbers.  The  Presi- 
dent, for  example,  will  invariably  consider  his  budget  for  the  food 
stamp  program  assuming  adoption  of  his  proposed  reforms;  the  ap- 
propriations committees,  in  turn,  will  consider  the  budget  for  food 
stamps  assuming  existing  law,  rather  than  the  President's,  or 
somebody  else's,  reform  proposals.  In  addition,  the  two  branches 
will  often  differ  on  the  economic  assumptions  that  so  significcmtly 
affect  revenue  and  spending  levels. 

Some  steps  need  to  be  taken,  however,  to  alleviate  the  problem  of 
differing  budget  estimates.  I  suggest  that  the  Budget  Committee 
chairmen  take  the  lead  in  this  area  by  establishing  a  "users  group" 
to  reduce  conflict  over  budget  estimates. 

This  group  should  consist  of  representatives  of  the  magor  institu- 
tions that  utilize  budget  estimates — the  House  and  Senate  Budget 
and  Appropriations  Committees,  the  Congressional  Budget  Office, 
the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget,  and  maybe  even  some  rep- 
resentatives of  the  magor  committees  of  the  Congress. 

They  should  meet  monthly  with  the  task  of  reaching  agreements 
on  as  many  numbers  as  possible,  thus  removing  those  numbers 
from  political  confrontation.  Where  agreement  cannot  be  reached, 
tiie  group  would  be  responsible  for  reporting  that  fact  so  that  dif- 
ferences could  be  isolated  and  clearly  explained  to  all.  Over  time, 
hopefully,  substantial  agreement  coidd  be  reached  and  conflict  re- 
duced on  the  bulk  of  budget  estimates. 
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I  have  also  submitted  to  the  committee,  Mr.  Chairman,  a  long 
paper  that  I  have  written  on  some  of  these  recommendations,  for 
the  record.^ 

CHANGES  WOULD  IMPROVE  PROCESS 

If  adopted,  I  think  these  changes  would  substantially  improve 
what  is  increasingly  a  time-consuming  and  frustrating  process  that 
is  altogether  too  heavily  dominated  by  the  Budget  Committees  and 
the  budget  process.  The  budget  committees  would  retain  their  key 
role,  setting  overall  fiscal  and  budget  priorities,  but  the  Congress 
other  committees  would  have  adequate  time  to  pass  necessary  rec- 
onciliation and  appropriations  l^islation  in  a  timely  and  responsi- 
ble manner. 

Of  course,  even  an  improved  process  cannot  insure  the  substan- 
tive results  that  many  desire.  Neither,  however,  can  the  balanced 
budget  amendment,  nor  a  return  to  the  pre-1974  days  of  Presiden- 
tial dominance  over  the  budget.  The  budget  process  remains  Con- 
gress and  the  public's  best  bet  for  responsible  Federal  budgeting. 

Thank  you. 

Senator  Gorton.  Thank  you  both  very  much. 

Mr.  McEvoy,  you  are  going  to  get  the  finest  flattery  I  can  give 
you.  Your  presentation,  at  least  some  of  your  analogies  and  de- 
scriptions on  pages  2  and  3  are  likely  to  be  heard  by  a  substantial 
number  of  people  in  the  State  of  Washington  after  I  go  home. 

Mr.  McEvoy.  That  is  high  flattery.  Senator. 

CAUTIONS  ABOUT  AMENDING  THE  BUDGET  ACT 

Senator  Gorton.  I  was  most  impressed  by  them.  I  do  have  a 
couple  of  questions,  however.  It  seems  to  me  that  you  have  two 
cautions  about  amendments  to  the  Budget  Act.  The  first  is  the  fact 
that  we  might  very  well  end  up  with  a  much  worse  budget  act 
rather  than  a  better  one  because  of  the  strength  of  opponents  to 
the  whole  process,  and  the  second,  is  that  even  if  that  objection 
were  removed,  the  Budget  Act  itself  in  its  present  structure  is 
pretty  close  to  satisfactory.  I  want  to,  if  T  can,  bear  in  on  one  of 
your  points. 

I  think  I  can  say  that  you  are  almost  the  only  person  who  has 
come  before  us  in  the  course  of  the  last  6  months  or  a  ye€u*  who 
believes  very  firmly  and  very  strongly  in  the  second  budget  resolu- 
tion as  it  is  envisaged  in  the  act  itself.  You  are  critical  of  the  fact 
that  we  effectively  repealed  that  part  of  the  act  this  ye€u*  by  the 
proposition  that,  as  of  yesterday,  the  first  budget  resolution  become 
the  second  budget  resolution  in  the  absence  of  any  other  action. 
That  was  quite  deliberate  on  the  part  of  the  committee. 

Most  of  the  people  concerned  with  the  act  who  have  come  before 
us  have  indicated  that  a  proper  amendment  to  the  act  would  be  to 
simply  abolish  the  second  budget  resolution.  A  first  budget  resolu- 
tion can  be  amended  if  the  body  proposes  to  do  so  since  the  entire 
budget  process  now  is  taking  far  too  much  time  and  effort,  and  also 
because  the  difficulty  of  going'^through  to  a  second  budget  resolu- 
tion is  almost  insurmountable. 


>  See  p.  699. 
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Do  you,  having  followed  that  process,  believe  we  should  go 
through  two  budget  resolution  cycles  every  ye€u*  in  the  way  that 
was  originally  envisaged  in  the  act?  Would  we  not  be  better  off  if 
we  concentrated  entirely  with  whatever  goals  that  the  first  budget 
resolution  set  and  would  it  not  serve  the  functions  of  the  first  and 
second  budget  resolutions? 

GIVE  THE  BUDGET  PROCESS  MORE  TIME 

Mr.  McEvoY.  There  are  two  answers  to  that  question.  The  first 
one  I  would  like  to  offer  you  is  that  it  is  too  soon  to  tell.  The 
budget  process  is  only  8  years  old,  and  has  served  under  three 
Presidents  with  distinct  styles,  and  under  two  very  different  forms 
of  control  of  the  Senate,  Democratic  and  Republiccm. 

In  the  Ford  years,  we  were  trying  to  figure  out  how  to  make  the 
40  pages  work  of  the  Budget  Act,  and  we  had  to  deal  with  the 
l^acy  of  impoundment  from  the  Nixon  years.  We  are  just  getting 
our  feet  on  the  ground. 

In  the  Carter  years,  when  there  were  too  many  economic  pro- 
grams to  keep  up  with.  It  was  a  problem  of  keeping  order. 

In  the  Reagan  years,  you  have  the  most  powerful  President  in  20 
vears,  and  he  is  sweepii^  all  before  him.  I  think  the  budget  process 
has  been  useful  to  him  in  that  r^ard.  In  the  last  2  years,  we  have 
had  a  great  deal  of  turmoil  in  the  budget  processes  on  that  ac- 
count. People  are  objecting  to  the  budget  processes  because  they 
don't  like  the  results.  My  point  is  the  real  obiections  are  not  to  the 
way  the  process  works,  but  that  people  don  t  like  the  way  its  re- 
sults turn  out. 

It  seems  to  me  that  for  at  least  2  more  years  you  ought  to  get 
more  experience  under  your  belt  about  how  vou  want  to  do  things. 
I  am  not  talking  in  partisan  terms,  but  ratner  about  the  new  ap- 
parent era  and  how  tne  change  in  national  attitudes  toward  spend- 
ing is  going  to  work  itself  out. 

I  thmk  your  experience  this  ye€u*  with  the  reconciliation  bill, 
shows  that  vou  are  scraping  that  bone  a  little.  There's  not  much 
fat  or  muscle  left  in  many  pnMprams.  And  last  year's  budget  tur- 
moil, which  I  thought  was  healthy  both  in  terms  of  outcome  and 
the  way  it  was  done,  is  not  likely  to  be  repeated  in  the  same  way. 
This  ye€u*'s  reconciliation  process  was  much  smoother.  As  a  whole, 
the  reconciliation  process  was  not  only  smooth,  but  revolutionary. 

REASONS  FOR  NOT  DROPPING  SECOND  RESOLUTION 

We  do  not  yet  have  enough  experience  with  the  process  to  drop 
the  second  resolution.  There  is  too  much  happening  to  know  what 
to  do,  especially  in  a  radical  fashion. 

There  are  three  separate  reasons  not  to  drop  the  second  resolu- 
tion that  I  would  like  to  offer.  Many  people  who  suggest  dropping 
it  seem  to  proceed  from  a  political  science  point  of  view,  which  I 
have  found  a  little  irrelevant  to  real  politics.  I  noticed  that  Alice 
Rivlin  here  a  month  ago  said  the  first  resolution  is  becoming  in- 
creasingly important,  and  the  second  increasingly  not.  She  is 
speaking  from  a  budget  program  point  of  view,  about  a  format. 

I  was  influenced  by  Senator  Muskie.  He  held  that  the  one  vital 
difference  between  the  congressional  and  the  Executive  process  was 
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that  in  the  Executive  process,  the  President  only  had  to  recognize 
the  deficit.  He  could  send  up  anything  he  chose,  and  say  that  the 
deficit  looked  like  $50  billion.  Under  the  budget  process,  the  Con- 
gress has  to  ratify  the  deficit. 

Now,  it  is  one  thing  for  Congress  to  ratify  deficits  last  spring  for 
1984  of  $83  billion.  It  would  be  quite  another  for  Congress  to  have 
to  come  back  now  and  ratify  a  deficit  of  1984  of  $160  billion,  which 
is  now  the  estimate.  If  I  understand  the  chief  economist  of  this 
committee  correctly  in  the  trade  press  yesterday,  by  1984  the  defi- 
cit will  be  a  quarter  of  a  trillion.  That  calls  for  further  action.  That 
is  a  political  embarrassment,  and  it  is  a  very  real  restraint  on  fur- 
ther spending. 

We  tried  reconciliation  in  1979,  the  first  time  it  was  ever  at- 
tempted. It  was  unsuccessful.  We  got  it  through  the  Senate.  The 
House  wouldn't  buy  it.  Senator  Chiles  was  here  and  helped  a  great 
deal  with  it. 

The  way  that  we  really  got  it  through  the  Senate  was  to  point  to 
the  deficit.  Senators  were  going  to  have  to  vote  for  the  deficit 
figure  the  next  month  because  it  was  part  of  the  second  resolution 
that  year.  The  prospect  that  when  you  are  done  with  spending  you 
are  going  to  have  to  ratify  the  deficit  it  creates  just  before  you  go 
home  and  you  can't  sneak  out  of  town  and  say,  "Don't  worry  about 
it,  we  passed  a  program  last  spring"  is  a  very  real  prophylactic 
against  spending  excesses. 

So  whether  it  is  technical,  whether  it  is  difficult,  whether  it  just 
ratifies  things  that  happened,  the  second  resolution  keeps  things 
from  happening  that  would  happen  if  you  didn't  have  to  do  it. 

As  for  being  possible,  it  was  done  for  7  years.  It  is  possible. 

don't  become  UNE  FFEM  COMMrrTEE 

Senator  Gorton.  Both  of  you  mentioned  that  this  not  become  a 
line  item  committee.  Even  as  a  new  member,  that  seems  very  im- 
portant to  me,  and  yet  the  political  process  is  such  that  when  you 
say,  for  instance,  that  the  energy  function  contains  so  many  bil- 
lions of  dollars,  almost  inevitably  the  committee  debate  and  the 
floor  debate  involve  how  that  monev  is  going  to  be  spent.  As  frus- 
trating as  it  may  be,  we  end  up  witn  what  are  conceived  to  be  line 
item  votes.on  a  number  of  energy  programs. 

Do  either  of  you  have  any  suggestions,  either  of  statutory 
changes,  or  perhaps  in  this  case  rules  changes,  which  would  at 
least  make  that  a  less  prominent  part  of  the  debate,  to  help  focus 
more  of  our  attention  on  what  we  are  supposed  to  pay  attention  to, 
the  broad  general  functions  and  totals? 

Mr.  Gross.  Senator,  that  is  really  an  important  motivation 
behind  my  first  recommendation,  which  would  not  require  a  maior 
change  in  law.  Since  the  act  on  its  face  seems  very  good  in  tnis 
area,  calling  for  setting  broad  functional  targets,  it  is  hard  to  find 
any  appropriate  amendment  in  this  area. 

I  know  that  on  the  House  side  they  are  still  having  trouble  with 
the  concept  of  targets  and  Budget  Committee  assumptions.  I  can't 
tell  you  how  many  hundreds  of  hours  I  have  spent  with  staff  of 
other  committees  in  the  House  trying  to  mcd^e  it  clear  to  them  that 
the  targets  are  based  on  certain  assumptions;  that  we  were  not  rec- 
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ommending  $500  million  for  this  or  that;  but  that  we  had  to 
assume  something  in  order  that  we  could  explain  what  the  func- 
tion number  meant. 

I  don't  think  there  is  anything  you  can  do  in  the  act  itself  to  get 
at  this  problem.  That  is  why  I  came  up  with  my  recommendation 
that  you  should  adopt  the  first  budget  resolution  earlier. 

It  is  a  long  time  from  the  time  the  President  sends  his  budget  up, 
say  in  the  third  week  of  January,  through  mid-May  or  late  May. 
People  have  plenty  of  time  to  find  relatively  small  items  and  get 
exercised  over  them. 

It  is  so  long,  in  fact,  that  it  is  inevitable  that  it  will  happen.  It 
will  also  happen  if  you  adopt  the  first  resolution  by  April  1,  but  I 
think  not  ne€u*ly  to  that  great  an  extent. 

WHEN  TO  HAVE  RECONCILIATION 

Senator  Chiles.  Is  not  a  crucial  question  in  this  that  of  when  you 
are  going  to  have  reconciliation?  I  mean,  if  you  are  going  to  wait  to 
put  reconciliation  into  the  second  budget  resolution,  it  is  too  late. 

Mr.  McEvoY.  I  agree  with  that.  Senator,  entirely. 

Senator  Chiles.  If  you  are  going  to  have  it  in  the  first  resolution, 
haven't  you  made  the  first  resolution  binding? 

Mr.  McEvoY.  Not  on  the  appropriations  process,  necessarily. 

Senator  Chiles.  I  recognize  that,  and  I  went  all  through  this  his- 
tory the  first  time,  and  I  think  we  would  have  had  a  very  difficult 
time  initially,  making  the  first  resolution  binding,  because  we  were 
trying  to  ease  it  in.  We  had  enough  problems  fighting  the  author- 
izing committees,  who  saw  reconciliation  as  a  way  to  take  power 
away  from  them;  of  course,  reconciliation  was  the  sword  in  the 
cake.  Thank  goodness  they  didn't  see  that  sword  until  we  let  the 
bull  into  the  cage,  because  if  they  had  ever  seen  it,  I  don't  think  we 
would  have  ever  gotten  it  in. 

Chairman  Domenici.  In  the  first  year,  you  me€m? 

Senator  Chiles.  Yes;  at  the  very  first. 

My  concern  is,  having  watched  that  process  to  start  with,  and 
having  listened  to  the  Appropriations  Committees,  or  some  of  the 
subcommittees,  say  time  after  time,  "We  are  not  over  the  overall 
budget  ceiling,"  and  having  seen  this  bill  slip  through  that  bill  slip 
through,  you  knew  almost  the  last  thing  they  had  left  was  defense, 
which  was  going  to  bust  the  ceiling.  On  the  floor  the  Members 
were  not  going  to  vote  against  it,  but  yet  the  chairman  of  the  Ap- 
propriations Committee  would  say,  "We  are  not  over  our  ceiling." 
We  know  the  agriculture  budget  that  went  through  was  more  than 
the  ceiling,  and  the  others  were  more  than  the  ceiling,  and  you  see 
those  go  through,  and  you  almost  know  what  was  going  to  happen, 
that  we  would  have  to  change  a  few.  We  had  to  do  that  several 
times. 

Mr.  McEvoY.  You  could  get  at  the  concern  that  the  committee 
used  to  have  to  make  members  ratify  the  deficit  before  you  go 
home  by  having  a  vote  on  the  deficit  alone.  You  wouldn't  have  to 
have  a  whole  resolution  to  keep  that  discipline. 

Senator  Chiles.  I  like  the  idea  of  the  discipline. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


86 

SETTING  UMITS  AND  HOLDING  THEM  NOT  GOOD  IDEA 

Mr.  McEvoY.  The  second  thing  that  worries  me,  Senator,  about 
the  first  resolution  becoming  binding,  is  that  it  is  not  a  good  idea  to 
set  limits  a  year  in  advance  and  hold  them  for  a  whole  year 
against  changed  circumstances.  It  is  difficult  enough  to  hold  tnem 
just  after  you  have  set  them. 

I  will  be  interested  to  see  how  this  year's  second  resolution, 
which  is  already  so  hoplessly  obsolete,  really  holds  up  in  the  appro- 
priations process  until  the  beginning  of  1984.  You  will  come  up 
against  the  pressures  to  meet  a  need,  like  food  stamps  was  2  or  3 
years  ago,  and  by  God,  Congress  is  going  to  waive  the  act,  and 
waive  it  with  increasing  frequency,  the  more  unrealistic  the  totals 
are. 

We  also  suffered  the  criticism,  and  you  Senators  suffered  it  par- 
ticularly, that  all  the  second  resolution  ever  did  was  ratify  the  re- 
estimates.  That  was  a  common  criticism  of  the  act. 

If  it  hadn't  ratified  the  reestimates,  where  those  reestimates 
were  real  and  important,  you  would  still  have  to  meet  them.  It 
means  giving  the  breathing  room  that  the  Appropriations  Commit- 
tee needs  to  do  its  job. 

I  don't  mean  to  digress  from  your  point,  but  responding  to  Sena- 
tor Gorton's  question  about  how  you  get  rid  of  line  item  details  to 
the  extent  you  can,  I  am  reminded  of  the  way  I  thought  we  were 
headed  toward  mission  budgeting  in  1980.  I  regret  the  committee 
has  apparently  regressed  from  implementing  your  concept  of  the 
mission  budget. 

I  thought  in  1980  that  we  had  really  taken  the  step  toward 
giving  the  Congress  a  real  notion  of  what  that  resolution  contained 
by  mission,  without  telling  them  precisely  how  they  had  to  allocate 
funds  within  the  mission.  Mission  budgeting  gives  real  guidance 
short  of  sajring,  "This  bill  is  worth  this  much,  and  you  C€ui't  go 
above  it."  I  think  its  abandonment  is  a  real  loss  in  the  budget  proc- 
ess, and  I  hope  you  get  back  to  it. 

Senator  Chiles.  Well,  I  regret  that  very  much  myself,  and  I 
think  that  is  something  that  drives  you  back  to  the  line  item,  when 
you  get  away  from  the  mission  concept.  I  hope  we  can  get  back 
toward  that  direction. 

Mr.  McEvoY.  I  think  the  virtue  of  it  was  so  extraordinary  that  I 
am  surprised  we  didn't  recognize  it  sooner.  It  is  a  halfway  house 
between  line  iteming  and  setting  vaporish  totals. 

BIPARTISAN  process  BREAKS  DOWN 

Senator  Chiles.  Well,  I  think  there  were  problems  in  our  whole 
process  this  year.  I  certainly  felt  there  were  when,  in  effect,  we 
were  presented  with  a  budget  at  3:30  in  the  afternoon  and  that 
budget  was  voted  out  at  10  at  night  before  we  looked  at  any  partic- 
ular section.  We  had  an  opportunity  to  amend  the  next  day,  but,  of 
course,  no  amendments  were  adopted. 

So  it  was  a  budget  presented  at  a  private  meeting  in  camera,  and 
then  brought  to  us. 

We  got  away  from  the  whole  process  of  going  through  the 
budget,  function  by  function.  I  regret  that  very  much,  but  I  think 
that  maybe  it  will  work  as  long  as  one  side  has  an  ironclad  magor- 
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ity  in  which  they  C€ui  lock  in  all  the  votes.  I  don't  know  how  long 
that  will  last,  but  next  year,  I  hope  to  see  that  the  process  works 
differently. 

At  least,  I  am  going  to  try  to  see  that  it  works  differently.  It  was 
an  extraordinary  time  this  ye€u*,  and  I  don't  minimize  that. 

Mr.  McEvoY.  Because  the  Senator  believes  in  limited  govern- 
ment, as  I  know  you  do,  I  think  it  is  particularly  painful  to  observ- 
ers to  see  the  bipartisan  process  break  down.  We  voted  on  party 
lines  against  the  Republicans  once  when  President  Carter  beK^ame 
President.  It  was  a  small  item.  We  rolled  the  other  side  and  didn't 
listen  to  it,  and  I  think  we  paid  a  hell  of  a  price,  for  several  years 
after  that  repairing  confidence  on  the  Republican  side  that  we 
were  willing  to  work  with  them  in  a  bipartisan  way.  I  think  that 
loss  of  bipartisanship  is  an  especially  sad  one.  My  own  impression 
is  that  there  has  been  enough  consensus  in  the  committee  during 
the  past  2  years,  toward  many  of  the  things  the  President  pro- 
posed, that  the  votes  didn't  have  to  divide  on  partisan  lines  as 
often  as  they  did. 

Mr.  Gross.  Senator,  in  this  respect  I  feel  I  am  in  another  subject 
matter  altogether.  When  I  was  with  the  House  Budget  Committee, 
we  had  a  2-to-l  magority  of  Democrats  over  Republicans,  yet  things 
were  no  easier  than  they  are  today. 

The  problems  of  budgeting  are  always  severe,  no  matter  whose 
they  are.  We  constantly  had  problems  with  members  challenging 
not  only  our  results,  but  how  we  got  there;  challenging  us  when  we 
gave  them  90  instead  of  100,  yet  somehow  forgetting  that  when  we 
gave  100  instead  of  90.  Those  problems  are  there  no  matter  what 
the  magorities  are  politically. 

Senator  Chiles.  I  am  sure  of  that. 

Well,  we  thank  you. 

Senator  Domenici  has  some  questions. 

Chairman  Domenici.  Are  you  finished? 

Senator  Chiles.  Yes. 

Chairman  Domenici.  First,  I  want  to  apologize  to  both  of  you,  but 
frankly  I  think  you  contribute  more  by  way  of  analysis  than  most 
witnesses  are  going  to  in  all  of  these  hearings,  and  from  my  stand- 
point I  will  review  it  carefully.  I  think  you  both  have  an  excellent 
understanding  of  the  situation. 

RECONCIUATION  ABUSES 

Let  me  ask,  George,  you  said  that  reconciliation  has  some  possi- 
ble abuses.  I  don't  know  if  I  am  quoting  exactly  right,  but  your 
statement  said  something  like  that. 

Mr.  Gross.  Yes. 

Chairman  Domenici.  In  my  absence,  did  you  give  examples? 

Mr.  Gross.  No,  but  I  would  like  to  elaborate.  In  an  effort  to  keep 
my  remarks  short,  I  n^lected  to  spell  out  precisely  what  I  meant. 

I  think  the  abuses  that  took  place  were  of  two  kinds.  One  was 
not  so  much  an  abuse  as  I  think  an  error  of  judgment  that  hurt  the 
relationships  between  the  Budget  Committees  and  the  authorizing 
committees. 

In  the  Senate,  you  included  in  the  reconciliation  process  authori- 
zation levels,  as  well  as  entitlements  and  revenues.  I  think  that 


Digitized  by 


Google 


88 

was  a  mistake,  and  more  so,  in  the  House,  which  did  not  have  the 
collective  agreement  that  you  and  Senator  Baker  achieved  on  this 
side. 

I  think  it  hurt  relationships  between  conmiittees:  Between  the 
authorizing  committees  and  your  committee,  and  between  your 
committee  and  members  of  the  Appropriations  Committee,  who  felt 
that  they  were  perfectly  capable  and  had  a  record  of  living  within 
budget  targets  that  you  set,  even  without  reconciliation,  in  earlier 
years. 

In  the  House,  I  think  the  abuses  were  of  a  kind  that  don't  neces- 
sarily relate  to  the  process,  but  of  a  kind  that  has  recurred  in  the 
House  from  time  to  time;  that  is,  the  substitution  at  the  last 
minute  of  bills  that  are  complete  rewrites  of  what  the  body  expects. 
In  this  instance,  a  600-page  bill  that  was  submitted  to  Members  in 
the  middle  of  the  night. 

I  think  that  is  an  abuse  of  the  legislative  process.  From  the  per- 
spective of  the  Budget  Committees,  it  is  too  bad  it  happened  on  a 
reconciliation  measure,  a  budget  measure.  That  had  the  inevitable 
effect  of  Members  blaming  the  Budget  Committee  and  the  budget 
process,  when  other  forces  were  at  work. 

Chairman  Domenici.  That  particular  episode  with  the  full  substi- 
tution in  the  House,  aside  from  the  nature  of  the  reconciliation, 
which  was  directed  at  authorizations  which  might  lead  to  appropri- 
ations, which  is  indeed  unique,  the  process  of  substitution  over 
there  has  been  the  subject  of  many  speeches,  many  accusations 
about  dictatorial  approaches. 

Now,  I  am  not  a  Member  of  the  House.  I  know  what  our  rules 
are  and  are  not,  but  it  does  seem  to  me  that  the  House  has  within 
its  own  institutional  processes  a  way  to  avoid  that.  They  didn't 
choose  to  do  it.  Am  I  not  correct  that  if  the  Rules  Committee  did 
not  want  to  authorize  that  500-page  substitute  without  sufficient 
time  to  peruse  it  and  study  it,  that  is  their  prerogative,  is  it  not? 

suBsrmjTES  not  illegal 

Mr.  Gross.  That  is  absolutely  right.  Senator,  and  I  am  not  sasring 
that  what  was  done  was  illegal.  I  am  saving  that  it  was  an  abuse  of 
the  legislative  process  to  substitute  at  tne  fast  minute  and  in  a  rel- 
atively unintelligible  form  such  a  major  piece  of  legislation,  par- 
ticularly in  an  institution  that  relies,  and  has  for  a  couple  of  hun- 
dred years,  substantially  on  some  kind  of  relatively  orderly  review 
and  consensus  of  its  committees. 

What  happened  is  not  something  I  haven't  seen  before.  I  was,  in 
fact,  part  of  a  similar  act  in  the  area  of  housing  legislation  back  in 
1970.  A  bill  that  was  already  on  the  floor,  what  became  the  1970 
Housing  Act,  could  not  pass  because,  essentially,  of  one  set  of  provi- 
sions in  a  150-page  bill.  With  the  concurrence  of  the  ranking  mi- 
nority member  of  the  appropriate  committee  and  the  chairman  of 
that  committee,  the  bill  was  rewritten,  I  think  on  a  Wednesday 
night,  and  presented  to  the  House  at  noon  on  Thursday.  But  that 
bill  was  at  least  85-percent  identical  to  the  measure  for  which  it 
was  substituted.  Those  things  do  go  on. 

I  think  the  bottom  line  is.  Senator,  that  much  of  the  bitterness 
over  any  opposition  to  the  budget  process,  in  some  respects  strong- 
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er  today  in  the  House  than  it  was  previously,  is  there  because  of 
that  battle,  which  is  evidence  that  it  was  at  least  an  act  of  misjudg- 
ment. 

Mr.  McEvoY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  agree  with  George 
on  that  point,  except  to  share  dismay  for  another  reason. 

First  of  all,  it  seems  to  me,  as  Congressman  Barber  Conable,  I 
think,  likes  to  say,  that  democracy  is  a  messy  business.  That  day  it 
was  messy.  You  had  the  votes,  you  had  them  for  your  version  of 
the  bill,  you  followed  the  rules,  and  you  won. 

Chairman  Domenici.  He  knows  about  messiness,  because  without 
the  process  I  think  he  has  categorized  a  few  tax  bills  that  have 
been  passed  in  December  of  a  number  of  years,  as  being  carried  to 
the  floor  in  cardboard  boxes.  I  recall  him  giving  a  speech  on  that. 

I  would  submit  that  that  might  not  have  been  a  substitution  such 
as  occurred  over  there,  but  it  certainly  is  one  committee  taking  a 
bill  of  800  or  900  pages  that  nobody  could  possibly  know  anjrthing 
about,  it  was  pieced  together,  and  I  assume,  if  it  was  submitted  to 
the  same  scrutiny  that  the  Gramm-Latta  bill  was,  you  might  even 
find  a  few  phone  numbers  in  the  white  part  of  those  pages. 

Mr.  McEfvoY.  That  is  what  I  was  going  to  comment  on,  actually.  I 
don't  have  any  argument  on  what  happened  in  reconciliation  last 
year  at  all.  I  think  that  is  the  way  it  is  supposed  to  work,  in  my 
view.  It  worked,  and  you  made  it  work,  and  that  is  to  your  credit. 

I  was  dismayed  by  the  telephone  numbers,  frankly,  because  of 
what  it  implied  cosmetically,  sjrmbolically,  for  the  way  the  Presi- 
dent's budget  and  the  President's  budget  people  were  in  the  saddle 
on  the  congressional  budget  process.  It  wasn't  a  product  dreamed 
up  in  the  House  or  the  Senate,  but  was  dreamed  up  downtown,  and 
had  the  President's  fingerprints  all  over  it. 

Again,  that  was  within  the  rules,  and  was  OK  from  the  stand- 
point of  the  rules.  From  the  standpoint  of  an  independent  congres- 
sional budget  process,  it  was  too  bad. 

I  am  coming  around,  by  the  way,  to  a  note  of  hope.  Another  note 
of  dismay,  though,  was  when  the  picture  appeared  in  the  paper  last 
winter  on  the  continuing  resolution  of  David  Stockman  with  his 
hand-held  calculator,  doing  the  numbers  for  the  House  and  the 
Senate — what  the  hell  was  he  doing  in  the  Congress?  Where  was 
the  CBO?  What  was  the  President's  man  doing  there? 

PRESIDENT  CONVINCED  TO  SUPPORT  PROGRAM  OTHER  THAN  HIS  OWN 

As  I  said  to  Senator  Gorton,  an  encouraging  thing  this  ye€u*,  and 
you  are  in  the  forefi-ont  of  it,  is  the  way  you  and  Senator  Etaker 
and  Senator  Dole  have  used  the  congressional  budget  process  to 
reassert  through  the  process,  I  think,  an  independent  judgment  on 
what  the  correct  fiscal  policy  is.  You  have  taken  leadership  and 
convinced  the  President  to  support  a  program  other  than  his  own, 
a  program  in  tax  terms  radically  different  fi'om  his  own.  And  be- 
cause it  was  consistent  with  the  budget  you  adopted,  you  opposed 
him  in  overriding  the  supplemental. 

So  I  think  we  are  seeing  a  natural  reassertion  of  the  healthiest 
part  of  the  congressional  budget  process.  I  didn't  think  you  got 
enough  credit  for  it,  fi'ankly,  but  I  did  want  to  note  it. 
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Mr.  Gross.  I  want  to  add  my  agreement  with  that.  I  think  you 
and  Senate  leaders  in  general  have  done  an  outstanding  job  in  that 
respect.  I  have  said  that  to  you  before,  and  am  happy  to  say  it  pub- 
licly now. 

Chairman  Domenici.  In  terms  of  getting  enough  credit  for  it, 
John,  let  me  just  say  maybe  we  get  as  much  credit  as  we  want. 

Mr.  McEvoY.  I  understand  that.  I  will  let  you  edit  that  part  of 
the  record.  Senator. 

Chairman  Domenici.  I  want  to  share  a  couple  of  thoughts  with 
you. 

First,  I  understand  you  wonder  about  the  President's  man  with  a 
computer  and  the  CBO,  where  are  they,  and  so  forth.  I  understand 
as  an  example  that  the  Appropriations  Committee  is  about  to  pro- 
duce an  agriculture  funding  bill,  an  appropriations  on  agriculture. 

Now,  it  is  being  heralded  by  the  subcommittee  that  product  it, 
and  don't  hold  me  to  the  numbers,  as  being  about  $2  billion,  or 
more  than  $2  billion  under  the  target. 

Now,  Stockman  is  going  to  get  criticized,  because  he  nms  a  set  of 
numbers  and  he  says  it  doesn't  save  $2  billion.  In  fact,  it  is  $700 
million  over.  How  do  you  resolve  that? 

Mr.  McEvoY.  I  have  an  answer  for  it.  Senator,  I  hope.  Actually, 
and  you  have  reminded  me  of  the  time  Senator  Muskie  came  back 
to  Sid  Brown  and  me,  and  demanded  an  explanation  of  the  farm 
bill.  He  had  been  caught  in  the  chair,  and  Senator  Humphrey  was 
on  the  floor  and  convinced  him  that  the  farm  bill  paid  for  itself. 

So  you  can  get  caught  by  sleight  of  hand. 

GET  INDEPENDENT  SCOREKEEPING 

I  think  there  are  two  answers.  When  a  bill  is  over  the  budget, 
you  get  some  people  with  independent  scorekeeping.  Mr.  Stock- 
man's scorekeeping  is  not  going  to  be  believed  among  Democrats.  It 
is  going  to  be  usea  against  you  in  fighting  the  bill  with  the  Demo- 
crats. Somebody  like  CBO  says  it  is  at  least  presumed  to  be  objec- 
tive. Then  you  can  accept  it  or  not.  Then  you  get  together  some 
brave  men  like  yourselves  on  the  agriculture  bill  in  1978  and  you 
fight  it  with  objective  numbers. 

That  bill  couldn't  be  beaten  in  the  Senate,  but  you  softened  it  up 
and  made  the  case  that  beat  it  in  the  House  that  ye€u*. 

I  am  on  the  planning  committee  and  policy  board  of  our  law 
firm,  and  we  are  trying  to  do  a  2-ye€u*  budget.  We  have  a  big  law 
firm,  emploving  about  450  people  altogether.  But  it  is  hard  to  do  2 
years  of  buoget.  What  we  have  found  out,  and  we  have  only  20  line 
items,  is  there  is  a  computer  program  readily  available,  called  vist- 
cale.  You  put  all  your  line  items  in  the  computer,  and  if  you  want 
to  find  out  how  any  change  in  any  of  the  lines  affects  all  the  rest, 
including  the  bottom  line,  you  just  punch  a  code  in,  and  it  com- 
putes automatically. 

USE  OOBftPUTERS  FOR  SCOREKEEPING 

Frankljr,  I  don't  see  why  it  is  not  possible  for  every  Senator  to 
have  at  ms  desk  a  simple-to-understand — and  I  think  they  are  com- 
mercially available,  and  certainly  readily  designable — a  little  com- 
puter screen  on  which  scorekeeping  could  be  shown.  You  could 
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have  figures  come  up  on  a  screen  at  the  press  of  a  button.  You 
could  have  it  programed  by  CBO  so  that  the  cost  of  this  amend- 
ment and  the  cost  of  this  bill,  show  its  effect  on  the  budget. 

Now,  people  say,  "We  are  not  going  to  be  crucified  on  the  cross 
of  CBO's  estimates,"  but  the  committee  estimate  could  also  be 
shown,  and  the  sponsor's  estimate  shown.  It  seems  to  me  difficult 
for  the  Congress  of  the  United  States  not  to  be  using  technology  on 
the  budget  that  no  small  business  on  its  own  would  dream  of  being 
without. 

Mr.  Gross.  Senator,  I  think  the  Budget  Act  puts  that  kind  of 
burden  on  you  and  the  chairman  of  the  House  Budget  Committee. 

The  l^^Iative  history  on  this  point  is  cle€u*.  When  a  spending  or 
tax  bill  comes  to  the  floor  after  the  second  resolution  is  adopted,  it 
cannot  exceed  the  spending  ceiling  or  break  the  revenue  floor. 
Whose  responsibility  is  it  to  make  the  judgment  as  to  whether  it 
has  or  not?  You  have  to  make  that  decision,  and  Chairman  Jones 
has  to  make  it.  You  have  CBO  to  help  and  your  own  fine  staff,  and 
the  President  has  David  Stockman. 

Chairman  Domenici.  So  there  is  no  clearcut  way,  and  they  might 
want  more  out  of  the  sjrstem  than  it  is  capable  of  doing. 

Mr.  McEvoY.  When  I  refer  to  Mr.  Stockman,  I  me€m  that  the 
way  the  world  works,  that  any  President's  budget  estimate  will 
automatically  be  impeached  by  the  other  side. 

Chairman  Domenici.  Let  me  ask  you  a  question  about  reconcili- 
ation. I  am  quick  to  admit  that  omnibus  reconciliation  bill  last 
year  probably  will  be  written  up  in  the  literature  on  public  policy- 
making for  a  long  time,  and  we  may  never  have  another  one  like  it 
unless  they  get  one  of  six  or  seven  people  around  here  quickly  to 
tell  them  what  it  really  was  about  and  how  it  was  measured  and 
what  its  goals  were.  It  will  probably  be  a  speculative  matter  for  30 
or  40  years. 

I  tmnk  those  of  us  who  put  it  together  knew  what  we  had  in 
mind. 

AREA  WHERE  RECONCILIATION  NOT  WORKING 

Let  me  give  you  an  example  of  a  reconciliation  area  where  recon- 
ciliation is  not  working.  You  take  the  committee  here  in  the 
Senate,  Labor,  Health  and  Human  Resources.  Presently,  the  way 
reconciliation  applies,  you  get  that  committee  to  make  savings.  We 
have  not  reachea  the  point,  thank  God,  that  we  must  recommend 
or  mandate  it  for  3  years,  say  half  a  billion  this  ye€u*,  and  so  forth. 

All  we  do  at  this  point  is  tell  that  committee  if  it  has  some  direct 
roending  or  entitlement  matters  that  they  are  supposed  to  make 
those  savings.  But  their  jurisdiction  is  so  big  that,  for  instance,  if 
we  saw  the  student  loan  program,  if  we  had  caught  it,  John,  back 
when  we  were  in  a  frenzy  here  and  took  all  the  ceilings  off,  be- 
cause our  goal  was  to  help  middle-income  America,  and  we  didn't 
want  to  have  those  $20,000  caps  on  earnings.  We  took  them  all  off, 
and  we  subsidized  them  at  6  percent.  It  was  pretty  nice  when  we 
passed  it,  but  within  12  months  interest  was  at  12  percent.  Within 
18  months,  interest  in  the  marketplace  was  18  percent,  and  we  still 
had  them  in  at  6  percent.  The  program  went  from  $750  million,  my 
recollection,  to  $4.4  billion  in  a  period  of  £dx)ut  23  months. 
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Why  shouldn't  it?  What  redblooded  American  would  put  his  sav- 
ings in  for  10  percent  or  12  percent  when  they  could  put  a  CD  out 
for  16.5,  percent  and  no  interest  for  4  years,  and  when  the  interest 
started,  it  was  6  percent. 

We  contemplated  on  the  floor,  and  even  on  the  floor  we  voted 
here  in  the  Senate  on  the  resolution,  because  we  said  we  had  to 
restructure  the  program  so  it  will  come  down. 

There  is  no  way  to  assure  that  that  committee  in  producing  a 
reconciliation  bill  does  that.  Right?  They  can  take  from  the  whole 
cost  of  most  programs,  and  they  can  chop  some  off  here  and  there, 
and  still  do  nothing  with  the  program,  in  our  institution  anyway, 
since  we  amend,  as  you  know,  and  people  go  down  and  give  a 
speech  on  what  their  amendment  means,  even  though  you  and  I 
know  it  doesn't  mean  that,  because  the  resolution  is  not  line  item, 
so  they  say,  "We  are  adding  money  back  for  student  loans,  another 
$200  mUlion." 

It  is  not  doing  that  at  all.  It  is  changing  the  functional  number 
or  the  reconciliation  mandate. 

Do  you  have  any  ideas  on  how  that  kind  of  thing  could  be  done? 

MISSION  BUDGETING  CONCEPT  IS  ANSWER  TO  PROBLEM 

Mr.  McEvoY.  George  and  I  decided  to  switch  the  order  of  answer- 
ing that.  Senator,  because  I  have  an  answer  that  I  gave  Senator 
Chiles. 

I  was  telling  Senator  Chiles  that  I  regretted  that  the  committee 
has  not  chosen  to  continue  the  .mission  budgeting  concept  that  we 
were  working  on  in  1980  for  the  first  time. 

I  hope  that  it  has  been  the  turmoil  of  the  last  2  years  that  has 
sidetracked  that  effort,  but  I  think  it  is  the  answer  to  your  prob- 
lem. 

I  think  Senator  Chiles  had  in  mind  when  he  authorized  mission 
budgeting  in  the  Budget  Act  the  creation  of  a  halfway  house  be- 
tween aggregate  totals  and  line  items.  That  way  we  could  specify 
totals  at  a  level  low  enough  to  say  what  we  meant  in  priority 
terms,  but  wouldn't  be  in  the  Appropriations  Committees'  hair  on 
individual  bills. 

You  could  decide  that  education  credit  was  one  of  the  missions. 
Once  you  decided  that  it  was  a  mission,  and  once  you  put  it  in  the 
budget  resolution,  you  could  reconcile,  it  seems  to  me,  by  mission, 
to  committees.  At  least  there  is  no  theoretical  or  l^al  objection  to 
that. 

Now,  you  might  have  all  kinds  of  political  objections,  but  they 
are  the  same  ones  you  have  in  doing  reconciliation  at  all,  because 
people  don't  want  to  do  it. 

But  I  think  that  mission  budgeting  is  a  way  to  at  least  narrow 
the  range  that  a  committee  would  have  in  meeting  reconciliation 
instructions. 

DISSATISFACTION  EXISTS  WIFH  INDIVmUAL  PROGRAMS 

Mr.  Gross.  I  think  that  is  a  good  point.  Senator.  But  I  also  want 
to  caution  you  that  this  is  where  much  of  the  dissatisfaction  that 
exists  with  the  process  lies,  the  effort  of  the  Budget  Committees  to 
get  into  individual  programs. 
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I  am  not  stating  their  view  because  I  necessarily  agree  with 
them.  It  seems  to  me  though  that,  unless  you  want  to  take  the 
process  another  step  further,  toward  a  more  detailed  bucket  resolu- 
tion that  breaks  out  the  functions  in  some  way,  it  starts  you  on  the 
road  to  fairly  detailed  individual  program  decisionmaking  by  the 
Budget  Committees,  you  ought  to  be  very  reluctant  to  do  that. 

Now,  you  ought  not  to  be  reluctant,  however,  when  the  student 
loan  bill  or  some  other  bill  gets  to  the  floor,  to  press  your  own 
views.  When  a  committee  has  saved  money  on  programs  (B),  (C) 
and  (D),  and  not  touched  (A),  as  you  intended,  it  doesn't  seem  to  me 
that  you  should  be  reluctant  to  offer  an  amendment  for  yourself,  or 
for  other  budget  committee  members.  It  is  a  priority  question  you 
are  talking  about,  and  your  are  very  much  involved. 

When  the  Education  Committees  do  not  want  to  cut  student 
loans,  it  is  not  far  from  the  position  of  the  Defense  Committees 
which  do  not  want  to  cut  defense.  They  will  come  into  conflict  with 
the  priorities  that  the  Congress  has  established  in  that  resolution, 
and  you  ought  not  to  be  reluctant  to  press  your  own  priorities. 

RELUCTANT  TO  SUBSTFrUTE  CHANGES 

Chairman  Domenici.  Well,  George,  I  understand,  but  I  think  you 
€dso  have  been  very  properly  reminding  us  of  real,  or  apparent, 
problem  that  comes  from  either  the  real  or  apparent  overstepping 
as  perceived  by  some  who  are  either  right  or  uninformed,  but 
nontheless  it  is  there,  and  I  tell  you  my  own  philosophy  and  policy 
has  been  that  I  try  to  get  the  committee  to  do  what  the  Senate  had 
in  mind  through  staff  work  and  private  meetings,  and  I  am  very 
reluctant  to  substitute  substantive  changes  when  they  bring  a  rec- 
onciliation bill,  because  we  are  getting  along  splendidly  here,  con- 
trary to  what  some  say,  and  all  I  have  to  do  is  start  substituting  in 
Bob  Dole's  tax  bill  what  we  thought  we  had  in  mind,  or  reconcila- 
tion  that  provides  some  spending  measure. 

It  is  available,  and  I  know  it,  but  it  is  not  a  breakthrough. 

Mr.  McEvoY.  I  don't  disagree  with  George's  point.  Senator,  but  I 
think  it  is  important  that  we  among  ourselves  recognize  that  this 
committee  is  basically  "Fort  Apache."  For  8  years,  the  Budget 
Committee  has  met  in  this  room,  or  one  near  it,  against  the  world. 
At  one  time  people  were  sajring,  "You  can't  reconcile  at  all."  Well, 
you  did  that. 

Then,  they  said,  "You  can't  reconcile  entitlements,"  but  you  did 
that,  so  they  said  "You  can't  reconcile  in  the  first  resolution,"  but 
you  did  that. 

Everything  that  the  Budget  Act  permits  was  resisted  on  the 
grounds  that  you  couldn't  do  it  for  procedural  or  legal  reasons,  but 
what  they  really  meant  was,  "You  can't  do  it  to  us,  no  matter  what 
you  have  in  your  comer." 

It  is  a  political  process.  You  just  said  that.  You  have  to  work 
things  out  the  best  you  can,  and  there  is  nothing  you  can  build  into 
a  process  that  will  make  it  work  out  for  you  if  people  don't  want  to 
do  it. 
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REPORT  RESOLUTION  WITHOUT  TRADING  CATEGORIES 

But  there  is  no  reason  the  Budget  Committee  couldn't  report  a 
budget  resolution  with  other  than  the  traditional  categories.  You 
could  have  50  categories,  and  education  could  be  one.  We  adopted 
those  that  were  traditional  in  the  budget  and  would  be  used  in  the 
President's  budget.  There  is  no  legal  limit  on  proliferating  the 
number  of  categories  you  need,  to  give  instructions  by  category 
that  are  specific  by  bill. 

You  could  have  700  categories. 

You  can  certainly  have  missions  within  the  functional  categories. 
The  only  issue  is 

Chairman  Domenici.  Of  course,  there  is  one  problem  with  that, 
John,  and  that  is  right  up  front  you  would  have  to  try  to  get  as 
much  similarity  in  the  two  resolutions  as  possible. 

Mr.  McEvoY.  Sure. 

Chairman  Domenici.  Otherwise,  we  would  be  unilaterally  in- 
structing and  going  to  conference  and  have  it  pooled,  and  be  no- 
where. 

Mr.  McEvoY.  Absolutely.  Two  years  ago,  we  would  have  had  to 
force  it  on  the  House  if  we  put  them  in  that  position,  quite  apart 
from  reconciliation. 

But  that  is  what  we  had  to  do  with  reconciliation,  too.  The  House 
will  someday  have  something  they  want  to  force  on  the  Senate. 
That  is  the  politics  of  it. 

I  always  worried  about  people  making  l^al  arguments  under  the 
Budget  Act.  That  is  never  what  they  really  meant.  I  think  it  is  im- 
portant among  the  Budget  Act  people  to  never  forget  that  the  argu- 
ment about  being  consistent  with  the  theory  of  the  Budget  Act,  if 
that  is  the  argument,  is  usually  an  argument  between  those  who 
believe  in  the  budget  process  and  those  who  don't.  They  use  l^al 
arguments  to  justify  substantive  objections. 

Mr.  Gross.  Section  301(b)  of  the  Budget  Act  is  one  of  those  classic 
lines  that  says  you  can  do  anything  you  want  that  you  can  get 
away  with. 

I  think  it  is  a  necessary  provision  in  the  Budget  Act.  No  one 
knew  how  it  was  going  to  work,  no  one  knew  wlmt  changes  were 
needed.  I  would  only  caution  you  on  one  thing.  I  know  this  has 
happened,  particularly  in  the  House.  Too  many  times  the  Budget 
Committees  think  up  some  nice  new  provision  and  puts  it  in  the 
first  budget  resolution  under  301(b)  without  having  a  real  process  of 
consultation  and  discussion  with  the  other  committees. 

This  process  is  not  the  wholly  owned  subsidiary  of  this  commit- 
tee, or  of  the  House  Budget  Committee.  It  belongs  to  the  entire 
Congress.  They  need  some  more  time.  When  you  say,  "We  are 
going  to  do  this,"  you  ought  to  get  the  views  of  others.  The  last 
thing  you  need  is  constantly  to  surprise  them  with  new  techniques 
under  301(b). 

Chairman  Domenici.  Well,  it  shouldn't  surprise  either  of  you 
that  aside  from  new  processes  which  you  have  ticked  off,  that  we 
have  innovatively  put  in  by  using  section  301  reconciliation  on  the 
first  resolution,  reconciliation  multiyear,  and  you  have  stated  most 
of  them. 
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BdULTIYEAR  INSTRUCTION  ON  TAXES 

The  other  one  is  multiyear  instruction  to  the  Finance  Committee 
on  taxes.  Both  of  you  were  around  when  it  was  not  only,  as  you 
have  just  described  it,  illegal,  because  no  one  wanted  us  to  do  it, 
but  we  couldn't  even  talk  about  it.  You  recall,  we  had  to  bring  the 
chairman  over,  and  we  talked  about  that  area  at  the  end  of  the 
budget  process. 

But  I  guess  you  would  know  that  we  didn't  do  that  in  a  vacuum. 
Why  do  you  think  Bob  Dole  went  to  work  exactly  at  the  time  he 
did,  and  finished  exactly  before  a  recess?  Because  all  his  committee 
liked  to  go  home,  and  that  happened  to  be  the  due  date  that  we 
agreed  on  in  advance  that  had  those  kind  of  things  that  were 
worked  out. 

The  appropriators  agreed  on  the  funds  in  this  resolution  before 
they  went  to  the  floor.  We  gave  them  latitude  in  the  crosswalk,  and 
they  did  that,  too.  There  will  still  be  problems. 

But  I  think  that  has  to  be  done.  It  is  difficult  in  the  House,  be- 
cause you  have  an  administration  and  a  Senate  moving  in  a  differ- 
ent direction,  and  Jones  and  his  majority  have  a  difficult  time,  be- 
cause whatever  they  end  up  with  is  going  to  be  out  of  S3mc  with 
what  the  other  two  agree  on. 

So  it  is  a  problem. 

Let  me  ask,  then,  both  of  you  are  pretty  familiar  with  what  we 
have  been  doing,  and  with  the  act.  You  know  a  little  bit  about  the 
atmosphere  up  here.  You  know  a  great  deal  about  the  plusses  and 
the  minuses  of  this  process. 

Is  it  in  desperate  enough  need  for  amendment  and  change  that 
we  ought  to  proceed  quickly  to  do  it,  or  should  we  leave  things 
alone  for  a  while? 

Mr.  Gross.  Well,  Senator,  John  and  I  disagree  on  this  point. 

John  will  talk  for  himself,  obviously.  He  feels  the  dangers  of 
amendment,  in  opening  up  the  act  to  change,  are  serious. 

I  recognize  that.  They  are  always  serious,  but  to  paraphrase 
somebody  some  years  ago,  if  not  now,  when?  When  is  the  process 
going  to  be  in  better  shape? 

I  don't  foresee  that  time,  certainly  not  in  the  next  3  or  4  years.  I 
think  that  as  deficits  get  larger,  if  in  fact  they  get  larger,  it  will  be 
even  more  difficult  to  get  change. 

MANY  THINGS  CAN  BE  DONE  WITHOUT  AMENDING  THE  ACT 

I  believe  change  is  needed.  Some  of  the  changes  I  have  recom- 
mended do  not  need  legislation.  That  is  particularly  true  for  my 
nugor  recommendation,  that  the  flrst  resolution  be  adopted  earlier. 
That  I  think  can  solve  many  problems,  or  at  least  help  to  solve 
many  problems. 

The  S£une  is  true  of  my  recommendation  with  respect  to  appro- 
priations bills.  Assuming  a  fairly  low  spending  level  if  they  are  not 
pa^ed  by  the  second  resolution  does  not  require  a  Budget  Act 
amendment.  I  think  there  are  many  things  you  can  do  without 
amending  the  act. 

I  don't  believe  that  anybody  ought  to  take  the  position  th^tt  this 
process,  which  is  strong  and  yet  has  a  tremendous  amount  of  criti- 
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cism  attached  to  it,  ou^^tn't  to  be  changed  to  meet  criticisms 
which  are,  in  fact  legitimate. 

Mr.  McEvoT.  Senator,  just  in  a  nutshell,  I  think  every  group 
that  opposed  the  creation  of  the  Budget  Act,  and  that  is  virtaally 
every  prospending  group  in  the  city,  still  opposes  the  Budget  Act, 
and  will  do  whatever  they  can  to  weaken  it  in  any  amendment 
process. 

I  think  the  Budget  Act,  since  it  was  created,  has  offended  a  lot  of 
people,  and  more  in  the  last  2  years  than  it  had  previously.  They 
are  still  out  there,  and  still  angry,  and  they  are  ready  to  amend  the 
Budget  Act  to  get  rid  of  their  points  of  contention. 

Unless  you  are  sure  you  outnumber  them,  I  don't  think  this  is 
the  time  to  amend  the  Budget  Act. 

Second,  I  think  it  is  premature,  as  I  told  Senator  Gorton,  to 
amend  the  Budget  Act.  He  said,  '"If  you  don't  think  we  should  drop 
the  second  resolution,  when  should  we?"  I  said  I  don't  know.  It  is 
too  early  to  tell. 

Last  year,  you  took  the  process  and  put  your  imprint  on  it.  This 
year,  you  have  a  second  resolutionary  year  on  the  tax  side.  How  do 
you  know  what  it  will  take  to  make  the  process  work  in  the  third 
year?  I  don't  know.  If  you  do,  and  if  you  are  sure  you  have  the 
votes,  go  ahead. 

If  you  are  not  sure,  then  wait. 

Finally,  Senator,  you  heve  repeated  to  me  all  the  things  you 
have  done  without  a  change  in  law.  It  seems  to  me  that  demon- 
strates anything  that  needs  to  be  done  can  be  done  without  a 
change  in  law. 

WHO  WANTS  THE  CHANGE  IN  LAW? 

Who  wants  the  change  in  law?  Those  who  don't  like  things  the 
way  they  are.  I  would  let  more  time  pass,  let  some  tranquility  set 
in.  I  would  let  a  couple  of  resolutions  pass  in  which  the  Budget 
Committee  had  time  to  mend  fences  in  more  norm£d  times  than 
you  have  had  in  the  last  2  years. 

Chairman  Domenici.  Thank  you  very  much.  We  are  going  to 
take  a  5-minute  recess  before  we  take  our  next  two  witnesses.  If 
you  will  get  ready,  we  will  convene  in  about  5  minutes. 

Thank  you  both  very  much. 

[Recess.] 

Chairman  Domenici.  We  are  going  to  start.  We  are  about  12  min- 
utes late.  Suffice  it  to  say  that  both  of  you  contribute  regularly  to 
the  media  coverage  of  the  budget  process.  You  have  watched  the 
progress  and  the  evolution  of  the  procedures,  which  these  hearings 
are  intended  to  examine. 

I  think  we  are  fortunate  to  have  an  opportunity  to  hear  from 
you,  but  not  so  fortunate  that  we  should  stay  beyond  12  o'clock. 
[Laughter.] 

Senator  Gorton,  do  you  have  anything  you  want  to  add? 

Senator  Gorton.  I  concur. 

Chairman  DoBiENia.  I  have  a  lot  of  proxies,  so  it  wouldn't  do  you 
any  good  if  you  didn't.  [Laughter.] 

Would  you  like  to  proceed?  You  go  first. 
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STATEMENT  OF  RUDOLPH  G.  PENNER,  AMERICAN  ENTERPRISE 

INSTITUTE 

Mr.  Penner.  I  would  like  to  thank  the  committee  for  this  oppor- 
tunity to  testify. 

The  congressional  budget  process  has  been  operating  under  con- 
ditions of  extreme  duress.  There  were  times  this  year  when  I  had 
some  doubts  that  it  would  survive.  The  fact  that  we  have  a  budget 
resolution  and  that  a  large  portion  of  the  deficit-reducing  elements 
of  that  resolution  has  been  enacted  into  legislation  is  testimony  to 
the  strength  of  the  process  and  the  leadership  exercised  by  this 
committee,  other  Members  of  Congress,  and  the  administration. 

THE  PROCESS  IS  VERY  POWERFUL 

Some  blame  the  difficulties  of  this  year  on  flaws  in  the  process.  I 
do  not.  Needless  to  say,  the  process  is  not  perfect,  but  I  believe  that 
the  problems  of  this  year  and  the  time-consuming  nature  of  the  de- 
liberations are  more  a  reflection  of  the  fundamental  difficulties  of 
the  decisions  that  had  to  be  made  than  they  are  a  reflection  of  im- 
portant flaws  in  the  decisionmaking  process. 

Choosing  among  conflicting  goals  is  always  excruciating.  Prior  to 
the  invention  of  the  process.  Congress  did  not  have  an  adequate 
mechanism  for  making  such  choices.  Obviously,  if  difficult  choices 
are  not  made  explicit,  decision  making  is  easier,  but  considerably 
less  rational.  Consequently,  the  drafters  of  the  1974  act  knew  that 
they  were  making  decision  making  more  difficult,  just  as  it  should 
be. 

I  doubt,  however,  that  the  inventors  of  the  process  ever  imagined 
that  things  would  be  as  difficult  as  they  turned  out  to  be  this  year. 
The  problems  that  emerged  stemmed  from  the  legislative  actions  of 
1981.  While  I  agreed  with  the  goals  of  those  actions  and  while  goals 
were  not  logically  inconsistent,  the  administration  and  the  Con- 
gress got  their  numbers  wrong.  The  enacted  reduction  in  long-run 
revenues  was  far  in  excess  of  the  prospects  for  lower  long-run 
spending,  and  massive  long-run  deficits  became  ingrained  in  any 
reasonable  budget  projections. 

That  left  the  Congress  only  with  unpleasant  choices.  Some  of  the 
tax  cut  had  to  be  taken  back  and  programs  had  to  be  cut  further. 
Given  the  excruciating  nature  of  the  decisions  that  had  to  be  made, 
I  think  the  fact  that  the  choices  could  be  made  in  a  recession  coin- 
ciding with  an  election  year  tells  me  that  the  process  is  indeed  very 
powerful  and  not  at  all  riddled  with  weaknesses. 

Unfortunately,  a  large  deficit  problem  remains.  The  process  will 
be  under  extreme  duress  again  next  year  although  a  recovering 
economy  and  the  absence  of  an  election  should  make  things  a  bit 
easier.  They  will,  however,  be  far  from  pleasant. 

MAKING  FUNDAMENTAL  CHANGES  WOULD  BE  A  MISTAKE 

I  think  that  it  would  be  a  big  mistake  to  try  to  make  fundamen- 
tal changes  in  the  process  while  it  is  under  such  duress.  There  are 
a  number  of  reasons  for  this  judgment: 

One,  as  already  noted,  I  think  that  there  is  a  tendency  to  confuse 
problems  which  arise  f^om  weaknesses  in  the  process  with  deci- 
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sions  that  have  to  be  made.  I  am  not  sure  that  I  can  sort  out  these 
problems  myself  right  now. 

For  example,  it  is  not  clear  to  me  how  much  blame  for  the  time- 
consuming  nature  of  the  process  should  be  attached  to  each  prob- 
lem. Under  these  conditions,  there  is  a  high  probability  of  making 
mistakes.  I  am  confident  that  having  made  considerable  progress 
this  year,  we  shall  be  able  to  resolve  a  considerable  portion  of  Uie 
remaining  deficit  problem  in  the  deliberations  over  the  1984 
budget.  There  is  a  very  good  chance  that  things  will  become  easier 
for  the  1985  and  future  budgets  and  that,  in  my  view,  is  the  time  to 
amend  the  process. 

Two,  the  current  duress  is  not  without  some  benefit.  It  is  subject- 
ing the  whole  process  to  the  severest  test  imaginable.  Under  those 
conditions  we  are  learning  more  about  what  is  good  and  what  is 
bad  about  the  process.  I  think  that  we  shall  learn  a  great  deal 
more  next  year.  We  can  make  use  of  that  knowledge  in  one  com- 
prehensive set  of  amendments. 

Three,  I  would  not  make  the  previous  two  points  if  the  process 
had  become  infiexible.  But  we  have  shown  that  we  can  make  useful 
changes  within  the  confines  of  current  law.  The  reconciliation  proc- 
ess has  been  reformulated,  and  while  there  is  a  lot  wrong  with  tbat 
process,  and  I  wouldn't  want  to  see  it  used  every  year,  I  think  Con- 
gr^  has  exercised  amazing  discipline,  and  indeed  I  find  it  hard  to 
believe  that  you  could  have  accomplished  as  much  as  you  did  with- 
out it.  Before  this  year,  I  favored  having  only  one  resolution  in  the 
spring  and  making  it  binding.  I  now  believe  that  the  approach 
taken  this  year  is  preferable.  It  puts  the  second  resolution  into 
effect  unless  the  Congress  decides  otherwise.  This  procedure  saves 
time  in  ordinary  years,  but  leaves  a  formal  procedure  and  schedule 
in  place  for  making  changes  if  economic  conditions  or  priorities 
clumge  signific£mtly  over  the  course  of  the  summer. 

In  the  event  that  the  budget  process  is  amended,  I  shall  respond 
to  those  questions  in  your  letter  on  which  I  have  definite  views. 

BUDGET  CYCLE 

Turning  to  the  matter  of  the  fiscal  year,  I  do  not  believe  that 
much  would  be  gained  from  making  the  fiscal  year  concurrent  with 
the  calendar  year.  I  am  afraid  that  I  believe  in  a  kind  of  Parkin- 
son's Law  of  Budgeting.  That  is  to  say,  the  time  taken  to  make  the 
decisions  will  almost  always  be  slightly  longer  than  the  time  al- 
lowed by  formal  budget  procedures. 

Something  would,  however,  be  lost  by  changing  the  fiscal  year.  It 
is  devilishly  difficult  to  forecast  economic  and  other  events  that 
play  such  an  important  role  in  determining  budget  totals.  Extend- 
ing the  time  horizon  another  3  months  would  greatly  increase  the 
errors  that  result  from  erroneous  forecasts.  Things  would  become 
particularly  difficult  for  the  executive  branch  if  the  President  were 
still  required  to  present  his  budget  in  the  January  or  February  pre- 
ceding the  beginning  of  the  fis(^  year.  I  know  that  three  months' 
difference  does  not  sound  like  much,  but  it  is  very  important  in  af- 
fecting the  accuracy  of  the  typical  economic  forecast.  It  is  a  very 
long  time,  indeed. 
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Many  of  the  sam^  arguments  apply  to  the  notion  of  a  2  year 
cycle  for  authorizations  and  appropriations.  I  suspect  that  the  Con- 
gress would  find  that  it  saved  only  a  little  time  and  effort  because 
so  many  midcourse  corrections  would  be  necessary.  That  is  quite 
different  from  saying  that  the  Congress  should  ignore  the  long  run. 
One  of  the  triimiphs  of  the  budget  process  is  that  it  has  placed 
more  emphasis  on  the  long-run  implications  of  tax  and  spending 
decisions.  This  year  the  process  p€dd  considerable  attention  to  fisc€d 
1984  and  1985,  and  I  think  those  decisions  were  more  rational  as  a 
result.  I  think  that  as  we  extend  the  time  horizon  we  have  to  make 
better  decision  on  the  basis  of  overly  optimistic  long-run  assump- 
tions. 

It  has  recently  been  suggested  that  some  sort  of  joint  board,  per- 
haps consisting  of  the  CBO,  the  Fed,  the  administration,  and  the 
two  Budget  Committees,  be  given  the  responsibility  of  coming  up 
with  a  single  set  of  assimiptions  that  would  be  used  by  all  budget 
decision  makers.  Any  group  of  decision  makers  that  disieigreed  with 
the  single  set  of  assumptions  could  recompute  the  budget  totals 
using  their  own  favorite  assumptions,  but,  at  least,  we  would  have 
one  set  of  assimiptions  used  by  all  and  that  would  clearly  differen- 
tiate differences  in  budget  totals  that  resulted  from  different  policy 
recommendations  from  those  that  resulted  from  different  assump- 
tions. I  think  this  confusion  has  bedeviled  decisionmaking  in  the 
past,  and  you  avoided  it  in  the  negotiations  over  the  1983  budget. 

IMPOUNDMENT  CONTROL 

Turning  to  impoundment  control,  I  believe  the  President,  who 
after  all  represents  the  entire  Nation,  should  be  given  a  bit  more 
power  in  the  budget  process.  I  would  accomplish  this  by  requiring 
that  deferrals  and  rescissions  be  rejected  by  both  Senate  and 
House.  Currently,  rescissions  must  be  approved  by  both  bodies. 

This  sounds  like  a  small  change,  but  it  would,  in  my  view,  shift 
the  balcmce  of  power  in  a  signific£mt,  but  clearly  limited,  manner. 
One  could  think  about  going  further  and  requiring  a  super  major- 
ity, say  a  60  percent  vote  to  reject  a  recission,  but  I  suspect  tnat 
that  might  not  be  constitutional.  It  would  be  almost  the  logical 
equivalent  of  giving  the  President  an  item  veto. 

I  do  not  favor  giving  the  President  the  same  power  over  entitle- 
ments that  he  now  has  over  Feder£d  pay  raises.  It  is  extremely  dif- 
ficult to  control  entitlements,  especially  social  security.  I  think  that 
any  control  procedures  will  have  to  l>e  worked  out  very  carefully 
and  will  require  close  cooperation  and  long  bargaining  between  the 
President  and  a  mcgority  of  the  Congress.  It  will,  in  my  view,  be 
essential  for  both  the  President  and  Congress  to  share  equally  in 
the  responsibility,  or  if  you  like,  the  blame  for  making  signific£mt 
changes.  I  think  that  the  proposal  passes  too  much  of  the  buck  to 
the  President  and  could  result  in  long,  divisive  debates  which  do 
not  culminate  in  any  reductions  in  spending  growth. 

RANGE  OF  FISCAL  CONTROI^ 

With  respect  to  the  range  of  fiscal  controls,  I  do  believe  that  off- 
budge  outlays  should  be  brought  on  budget.  It  is  especially  impor- 
tant to  bring  the  activities  of  the  Federal  Financing  Bank  under 
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controL  Indirectly,  this  would  help  to  control  loan  guarantees.  I 
also  believe  that  for  every  guarantee  program,  there  should  be  an 
actuarial  determination  of  expected  losses.  To  the  extent  that  guar- 
antee fees  do  not  cover  expected  losses;  that  is,  there  is  a  subsidy 
from  the  issuing  agency,  the  agency  should  make  contributions  to  a 
bad  debt  pool  and  those  contributions  should  be  an  appropriated 
line  item  in  the  agency's  budget.  Interest  wouldn't  affect  the  totals 
of  the  intergovernmental  payments,  but  would  make  the  agency 
clearly  responsible  for  losses  in  its  budget. 

I  am  against  aggregate  limits  on  tax  expenditures  in  the  budget 
I  say  this  largely  for  practical  reasons.  The  definition  of  tax  ex- 
penditures is  much  more  ambiguous  than  the  definition  of  outlays, 
receipts,  and  oUier  numbers  in  the  budget  resolution.  There  are  pe- 
culiar interactions  between  the  estimated  value  of  a  tax  expendi- 
ture, marginal  tax  rates,  and  the  zero  bracket  amount  which,  in 
my  view,  make  an  aggregate  tax  expenditure  total  virtually  mean- 
ingless. The  definition  could  be  improved  in  ways  that  make  it 
more  useful,  but  I  think  that  the  control  of  tax  expenditures  should 
be  left  to  the  tax-writing  committees  as  they  formulate  policies  con- 
sistent with  the  budget  resolution's  revenue  floor. 

THE  BALANCED-BUDGET  CONSTmJTIONAL  AMENDBIENT 

There  are  grave  practical  difficulties  inherent  in  any  attempt  to 
implement  the  amendment  passed  by  the  Senate,  and  I  have  op- 
posed it  largely  for  that  reason.  The  most  difficult  problem  involves 
insuring  that  actual  outlays  do  not  exceed  the  outlay  level  planned 
at  the  bq^ning  of  the  year.  If  an  amendment  containing  such  a 
requirement  does  pass  the  entire  Congress,  we  should  start  experi- 
menting immediately  with  procedures  directed  toward  that  goal. 

At  a  minimum,  the  allowance  for  contingency  functions  will 
have  to  be  given  real  meaning.  In  recent  years,  it  has  become  a 
home  for  magic  asterisks  and  obscure  savii^  promised  from  man- 
agement initiatives.  This  is  clearly  not  desirable  and  the  function 
should  be  reformed  even  in  the  absence  of  a  constitutional  amend- 
ment. 

I  believe  that  we  should  routinely  put  an  amount  in  this  function 
equal  to  2  percent  of  outlays  for  the  fiscal  year  under  consideration 
and  to  3  percent  of  outlays  in  the  out  years.  It  could  be  called  the 
Murphy's  law  adjustment.  It  would  counter  a  natural  tendency  to 
be  too  optimistic  with  regard  to  expected  outlays  for  things  like 
natural  disasters,  agricultural  programs,  and  interest  on  the  debt. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Senator  Gorton.  I  am  sorry  the  chairman  wasn't  here  to  hear 
your  last  couple  of  points.  Dr.  Penner. 

Dr.  dmstein. 

STATEMENT  OF  NORMAN  J.  ORNSTEIN,  AMERICAN  ENTERPRISE 
INSTITUTE  AND  THE  CATHOLIC  UNIVERSITY  OF  AMERICA 

Dr.  Ornstein.  Thank  you.  Senator.  I  appreciate  the  opportunity 
to  testify. 

I  concur  with  Rudy  by  saying  there  is  no  need  at  this  point,  and 
this  is  no  time  for  a  substantial  overhaul  in  the  Budget  Act.  I 
would  much  prefer  to  wait  a  couple  of  years.  It  is  clear  this  has 


Digitized  by 


Google 


101 

been  an  extraordinary  time  in  the  Congress,  and  making  changes 
during  or  immediately  following  an  extraordinary  time  is  the  worst 
way  to  do  things. 

I  give  weak  support  to  making  modest  technical  changes  in  the 
act  itself,  and  I  would  support,  as  I  will  indicate  in  a  few  minutes, 
some  changes  in  the  process,  and  particularly  in  the  nature  of  the 
Budget  Committee  inside  the  Senate,  and  I  would  also  put  on  the 
table  at  least  the  one  major  change  which,  as  I  suggest  in  my  writ- 
ten statement,  has  absolutely  no  chance  of  success,  but  it  is  worth 
getting  on  the  agenda  for  consideration  now. 

NOT  IN  FAVOR  OF  2- YEAR  BUDGET  CYCLE 

I  begin  by  speaking  against  a  msgor  change  that  has  been  sug- 
gested by  some  observers.  That  is  a  change  to  a  2-year  budget  au- 
thorization and  appropriation  cycle.  For  a  long  time  I  advocated  a 
2-ye€tr  budget  cycle.  I  believed  that  it  would  be  a  good  idea,  en- 
abling Congress  to  spend  more  of  its  time  setting  broader  priorities 
and  less  time  consumed  month  to  month  and  day  to  day  with  the 
details  of  budget  decisions,  year  in  and  year  out.  But  I  have  come 
to  believe  that  this  would  be  another  of  those  "reforms"  where  the 
unintended  consequences  would  outweigh  the  intended  ones.  Over 
all,  I  believe  the  2-year  budget  cycle  would  force  Congress  to 
become  more  preoccupied — not  less — with  budget  matters  over  the 
course  of  the  full  2  years. 

As  we  know  now,  every  budget  process  requires  creating  econom- 
ic assiunptions  projected  at  least  18  months  into  the  future.  Anv 
such  predictions  are,  at  best,  risky  and  hit  and  miss.  To  do  so  with 
a  2-year  budget  cycle,  making  assumptions  as  much  as  30  or  36 
months  in  advance,  would  be  even  more  hit  and  miss  and  would 
require  constant  fine  tuning  and  adjustments  of  appropriations  and 
the  budget  at  every  step  along  the  way. 

We  have  seen  in  recent  days  how  much  controversy  can  occur 
and  how  much  congressional  attention  is  consumed  in  dealing  with 
supplemental  appropriations  bills,  which  often  are  required  to  ac- 
commodate reality  to  previous  economic  assumptions. 

With  a  2-year  budget  cycle,  we  would  be  likely  to  see  a  large 
number  of  supplemental  appropriations,  continual  readjustment  of 
assumptions,  and  a  strong  temptation  on  the  part  of  Congress  to 
set  assumptions  for  the  second  year  of  the  cycle  in  a  far  more  opti- 
mistic fashion,  requiring  even  greater  adjustment  later  on. 

When  a  budget  process  is  used  as  we  use  it,  to  set  national  prior- 
ities, it  has  a  natural  tendency  to  take  over  and  dominate  political 
proceedings,  especially  when  we  are  changing  priorities,  and  I 
think  we  are  going  to  be  in  that  situation  for  a  long  time  to  come. 

Changing  the  fisc€d  year  will  not  limit  that  domination  to  a 
handful  of  months;  rather,  it  will  expand  to  the  extent  that  budget 
matters  and  money  matters  are  considered  over  the  entire  period 
of  time. 

This,  of  course,  has  been  the  experience  with  the  change  in  the 
fiscal  year  brought  about  by  the  1974  Budget  Act.  Moving  in  es- 
sence the  time  for  deliberation  for  the  budget  from  6  months  to  9 
months  has  not  enabled  Congress  to  finish  its  budgetwork  and  its 
appropriations  bills  during  the  allotted  time  and  before  the  fisc€d 
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year  begins.  Rather,  as  we  have  seen,  the  work  has  spilled  over,  ex- 
panding to  fill  that  time  and  more,  and  gotten  us  even  further  in 
the  hole  when  it  comes  to  getting  this  work  accomplished.  This 
would  be  true  in  even  greater  measure  with  a  2-year  budget  cycle. 

MAKE  FISCAL  YEAR  CONFORM  TO  CALENDAR  YEAR 

One  change  that  I  would  endorse — as  indicated,  I  would  endorse 
it  weakly — is  a  change  to  conform  the  fiscal  year  to  the  calendar 
year.  I  think  it  would  make  the  budget  process  somewhat  more  un- 
derstandable to  the  public  as  a  whole,  many  of  whom  don't  appreci- 
ate the  difference  between  a  fiscal  year  and  a  calendar  year. 
Giving  Congress  a  little  more  time  to  deal  with  the  budget  before 
the  new  year  begins  would  not  do  great  damage  to  the  process, 
espeically  since  for  much  of  that  time,  during  most  of  the  vears, 
Congress  won't  be  around.  What  changes  it  would  make  in  the  ex- 
ecutive branch  I  leave  to  those  who  know  the  executive  branch 
better  than  I  do,  but  that  doesn't  concern  me  all  that  much,  frank- 
ly. 

I  would  also  seriously  consider  changing  the  relationship  be- 
tween the  first  and  second  budget  resolutions,  but  I  doubt  this  has 
to  be  done  in  a  statutory  fashion,  especially  given  the  experience 
this  past  year. 

If  things  worked  every  year  the  way  they  worked  this  year,  I 
would  not  see  any  need  to  make  changes.  I  think  it  makes  sense  to 
make  the  first  resolution  a  binding  one  with  the  possibility  of 
making  adjustment  with  a  second  resolution  in  the  fall  of  the  year, 
or  in  some  other  fashion. 

It  doesn't  make  sense  to  me  to  have  a  budget  resolution  that  is 
advisory,  whenever  it  occurs  in  the  course  of  the  year.  It  seems  to 
me  a  waste  of  time. 

That,  of  course,  is  how  the  first  budget  resolution  was  seen  in  the 

{rears  before  reconciliation  was  applied,  and  it  appeared  to  me  to  be 
argely  a  waste  of  time.  I  think  it  makes  sense  to  have  decisions 
that  are  at  least  in  some  way  binding  on  Congress  early  in  the 
bucket  process,  recognizing  of  course  that  provisions  have  to  be 
made  for  alterations  later  on.  As  I  say,  it  is  not  clear  to  me  that 
changes  in  the  act  are  necessary.  You  can  experiment  around  in  a 
process  which  has  enough  leeway  in  it  to  make  it  work,  and  I  think 
this  year  it  has  worked  well. 

MAKE  THE  BUDGET  COMMnTEE  A  MAJOR  COMMrFTEE 

Now,  I  would  like  to  suggest  another  change,  Mr.  Chairman, 
which  is  beyond  the  authority  of  your  committee,  but  which  would 
clearly  affect  the  role  that  the  Budget  Committee  plays  in  the 
Senate  and  in  the  budget  process. 

As  you  know,  I  served  on  the  staff  of  the  Senate  Select  Commit- 
tee To  Study  the  Committee  System  in  1976  and  1977,  a  committee 
on  which  you  served. 

We  recommended  at  the  time — with  the  strong  support  of  Budget 
Committee  Chairman  Senator  Muskie,  and  ranking  minority 
member  Senator  Bellmon,  msddng  the  Budget  Committee  a  major 
committee,  one  of  those  committees  in  which  Senators'  service  is 
limited  to  two. 
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Senators  Muskie  and  Bellmon  believed,  and  our  committee 
agreed,  that  the  Budget  Committee  could  not  go  on  indefinitely 
being  a  minor  committee,  the  third  or  fourth  for  most  Senators 
who  served  on  it. 

They  believed,  and  our  committee  concurred,  that  ultimately  a 
strong  Budget  Committee  would  require  a  very  strong  commitment 
on  the  part  of  the  Senators  who  served  on  it,  and  that  its  credibil- 
ity in  the  Senate  over  time  required  a  membership  which  would 
spend  the  time  and  effort  and  invest  the  resources  to  make  it 
strong  and  credible.  The  only  way  to  do  that,  in  the  viewpoint  of 
our  committee,  was  to  make  Budget  a  msgor  committee  on  a  par 
with  the  other  major  committees  like  Appropriations,  Armed  Serv- 
ices, Commerce,  Eneigy  and  the  like. 

That  recommendation  was  included  in  Senate  Resolution  4  which 
passed  the  Rules  Committee  and  was  passed  by  the  Senate  and 
made  part  of  Senate  Rules  on  February  4,  1977,  but  the  provision 
was  delayed  for  2  years  to  enable  members  then  serving  on  the 
Budget  Committee  to  maintain  their  assignments  and  not  have  to 
make  a  difficult  choice  for  a  period  of  time. 

Two  years  later,  the  decision  was  deferred  again,  as  continuing 
members  of  the  committee  pleaded  with  the  Senate  leadership  to 
maintain  the  status  quo.  Ultimately,  the  decision  was  changed, 
making  the  Budget  Committee,  for  Senate  assignment  purposes,  a 
minor  committee,  and  therefore  a  third  committee  for  Senators. 

For  many  members  of  the  committee,  the  rules  have  been  fur- 
ther ignored  or  bypassed,  and  they  serve  on  the  Budget  Committee 
as  a  fourth  committee,  or  at  least  in  addition  to  three  other  signifi- 
C£mt  assignments  in  the  Senate. 

Over  the  long  run,  I  believe  that  this  will  reduce,  if  not  destroy, 
the  capacity  of  the  Budget  Committee  to  make  tough  priority-set- 
ting decisions  that  might  go  against  the  grain  of  other  Senate  com- 
mittees, or  of  other  Senators,  and  to  have  those  decisions  stick  in 
the  Senate  as  a  whole. 

A  strong  budget  process,  in  my  view,  requires  a  strong  Budget 
Committee,  and  I  would  urge  this  committee  to  consider  now,  when 
the  prestige  and  power  of  the  Budget  Committee  is  at  its  peak, 
making  the  committee  a  msgor  assignment,  beginning  with  the 
next  Congress. 

When  a  substantial  number  of  Senators  agree  to  make  that  kind 
of  a  commitment  to  give  up  service  on  other  committees  to  be  on 
the  Budget  Committee,  the  future  positive  role  of  the  Budget  Com- 
mittee and  the  budget  process  will  be  greatly  strengthened. 

MERGING  THE  BUDGET  AND  APPROPRIATIONS  PROCESS 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  return  to  the  one  sweeping  reform 
that  I  might  suggest  that  has  absolutely  no  chance  of  being  serious- 
ly considered  by  the  Senate  or  passed  and  enacted  into  law.  That  is 
a  merging  of  the  budget  and  appropriations  process,  or  alternative- 
ly, merging  appropriations  and  authorizations. 

The  1974  Budget  Act,  of  course,  did  not  truly  reform  the  budget 
process  on  Capitol  Hill.  It  did  not  change  the  basic  responsibilities 
and  functions  of  the  existing  committees.  ^ 
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Rather,  it  added  a  new  layer  on  to  an  existing  process.  Congress 
continued  to  have  separate  appropriations,  separate  auUiorizations, 
separate  revenue  measures.  In  some  ways,  adding  a  new  layer  has 
added  to  the  workload  and  the  complexity  of  the  budget  process. 

In  other  ways,  it  has  made  separate  appropriations  functions  su- 
perfluous. It  has  also  at  times  caused  the  Budget  Committee  and 
the  Appropriations  Committee  to  be  at  odds  with  one  another,  and 
that  hais  hampered  both  functions. 

One  of  the  main  reasons  for  creating  a  budget  process  in  1974 
was  because  the  appropriations  process  was  broken  down  into  13 
separate  components  without  ever  having  overall  priorities  and 
ceilings  set  in  each  of  the  areas.  That  was  a  mcgor  function  of  the 
budget  committees  and  the  new  budget  process.  Having  this  proc- 
ess m  place  now  means  that  there  is  much  less  need  for  completely 
separate  and  continuing  appropriations  committees  and  author- 
izing committees.  If  there  is  a  process  for  setting  over  all  priorities 
in  broad  areas,  and  for  making  Congress  live  within  the  budget 
limits  set  by  the  broad  process,  there  is  no  particularly  strong 
reason  for  having  separate  appropriations  and  authorization  proc- 


The  best  thing  to  do,  in  my  view,  for  the  sake  of  efficiency  in 
Congress  and  to  keep  budget  and  appropriations  from  working  at 
cross  purposes  with  one  another,  would  be  to  merge  the  Budget  and 
Appropriations  committees  into  one,  to  make  sure  we  have  a 
strong  Budget  Committee  and  to  make  sure  we  don't  have  every 
member  of  the  Appropriations  Committee  dead  set  against  from 
start  to  finish. 

Senator  Gorton.  Wouldn't  that  just  have  an  Appropriations 
Committee  that  would  control  the  Finance  Committee? 

Dr.  Ornstein.  Any  way  you  cut  this  down  that  you  don't  have 
one  single  catch-all  committee,  you  will  have  committees  working 
at  cross  purposes  with  each  other. 

Senator  Gorton.  You  don't  mean  to  combine  all  three? 

Mr.  Ornstein.  No.  I  think  that  would  be  unworkable. 

You  would  have  a  Budget  Committee  setting  priorities,  and  send- 
ing it  to  Appropriations,  which  have  overlapping  functions,  and 
authorizing  committees,  and  basically  causing  problems  at  every 
step  along  the  way. 

Senator  Gorton.  During  the  past  2  years,  have  we  not  had  a 
greater  impact  on  the  Finance  Committee  through  reconciliation? 

REAUNING  THE  JURISDICTIONS  OF  COMMnTEES 

Dr.  Ornstein.  Yes,  I  think  so.  You  run  into  an  even  bigger  rats- 
nest  if  you  b^in  to  try  to  divide  up  finance  functions  in  another 
fashion. 

Now,  I  have  worked  on  realining  the  jurisdictions  of  committees, 
eliminating  committees  and  recommending  the  elimination  of 
others.  I  am  well  aware — more  aware  in  fact  than  just  about  any- 
body— of  the  political  folly  of  this  suggestion.  I  recognize  that  it  is 
an  idea  whose  time  has  not  come. 

Nevertheless,  I  think  it  is  something  that  ought  to  get  on  the  po- 
litical agenda  for  discussion  now.  Ultimately,  if  Congress  is  going 
to  have  an  efficient  and  effective  budget  process,  it  has  to  stream- 
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line  that  process.  And  this  is  one  compelling  way  to  achieve  that 
goal. 

I  would  conclude,  Mr.  Chairman,  with  praise  for  you,  the  Budget 
Committee  and  Congress  as  a  whole  for  their  performance  overall 
in  economic  matters  over  the  last  2  years,  and  particularly  in  1982. 

I  think  Congress  has  acted  responsibly  in  cutting  the  growth  of 
Federal  spending  and  allocating  priorities  during  this  timeframe. 
And  I  think  in  general  the  budget  process  has  worked  well. 

While  there  are  some  things  that  I  would  do  if  I  had  my  druthers 
that  might  be  considered  sweeping  change,  I  would  be  quite  con- 
tent to  leave  the  budget  process  pretty  much  intact  as  we  move 
into  the  future,  perhaps  making  some  minor  adjustments  and  per- 
haps some  technical  changes. 

But  over  all,  I  think  that  Congress  and  the  Senate  have  reason  to 
be  proud  of  the  work  they  have  done  during  this  Congress,  and 
have  no  great  and  compelling  reason  to  consider  dramatic  revisions 
in  the  Budget  and  Impoundment  Control  Act  of  1974. 

I  give  a  lot  of  speeches  around  town,  and  when  I  get  up  and  take 
question  the  people  criticize  Congress,  particularly  on  economic 
matters  in  the  past  year.  I  rise  in  defense  of  this  institution  by 
saying  that  basically  Congress  moved  into  a  vacuum  and  moved  re- 
sponsibly to  attempt  to  solve  our  economic  problems. 

Thank  you. 

INDEPENDENT  ECONOMIC  ASSUMPTIONS 

Chairman  Domenici.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Dr.  Penner,  with  reference  to  the  notion  that  we  ought  to  start  a 
resolution  with  a  consensus  set  of  economic  assumptions — which 
basically  I  think  we  arrived  at  accidentally  with  the  so-called  Gang 
of  17  which  we  then  borrowed  and  took  over  here,  to  some  people's 
satisfaction,  and  to  the  chagrin  of  others — how  would  we  get 
around  the  argument  that  we  ought  to  have  economic  assumptions 
independent  from  those  of  the  administration? 

I  mean,  if  that  is  an  agreement. 

Dr.  Penner.  Yes.  I  think  there  are  a  number  of  ways  of  setting 
this  up,  and  a  whole  range  of  d^rees  of  emphasis  that  could  be 
given  to  this  set  of  assumptions. 

I  testified  on  Tuesday  before  the  House  Budget  Committee  on 
this,  with  Bob  Reischauer  of  the  Urban  Institute.  He  felt  quite 
strongly  that  the  administration  should  have  a  completely  inde- 
pendent set  of  assumptions  and  that  it  was  the  two  Budget  Com- 
mittees that  should  get  together  and  reach  a  common  agreement. 

That  is  one  way  to  do  it.  I  prefer  having  the  administration  play 
in  the  game  initially.  If  they  have  strong  objections  to  common  as- 
sumptions emerging  from  the  bai^aining  process,  they  could  deem- 
phasize  them.  As  long  as  they  printed  them  somewhere  and  calcu- 
lated the  effects  of  their  own  policy,  given  those  assumptions. 

For  example,  if  they  wish,  they  could  choose  to  have  a  special 
analysis  with  the  budget,  much  as  they  do  now  with  the  present 
policy  analysis.  They  could  say  in  the  first  part  of  the  budget,  "We 
think  our  policies  will  do  wonderful  things  for  the  economy,"  and 
that  would  be  all  right,  as  long  as  they  wefe  encumbered  to  pro- 
duce an  alternate  set. 
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The  same  with  the  Senate  and  House  Budget  Committees.  If  one 
or  the  other  felt  strongly  that  conditions  had  changed,  or  they 
didn't  really  like  the  compromise,  they,  too,  could  produce  a  second 
set.  I  don't  see  having  a  nimiber  of  different  assimiptions  as  a  real 
problem. 

It  is  not  essential  to  change  these  assimiptions  in  my  view  with 
every  wiggle  in  the  economy.  They  don't  have  to  be  extremely  ac- 
curate. The  main  thing  is  to  get  a  common  basis  for  judging  poli- 
cies. It  is  policies  we  are  interested  in,  and  their  long-run  effects, 
not  their  effects  within  the  frame  of  a  short  business  cycle. 

So  I  think  there  is  a  great  variety  of  different  ways  that  it  could 
be  done,  but  I  would  favor  an  agreement,  such  as  you  say  you 
stumbled  on  this  year  with  the  Gang  of  17.  From  an  outside  point 
of  view,  I  thought  the  agreement  worked  very  well. 

POTENTIAL  FOR  DESTROYING  THE  BUDGET  PROCESS 

Chairman  Domenici.  I  will  ask  Norm  the  same  question  in  a 
moment,  but  I  think  if  I  had  to  pick  some  single  thing  that  has 
more  potential  for  destroying  the  budget  process,  it  is  the  subject 
we  are  talking  about  now.  It  is  not  all  the  things  we  have  been 
worried  about,  who  is  fighting  whom,  and  what  committee  doesn't 
like  which  committee's  actions.  I  think  it  has  to  do  with  Congress 
voting  a  resolution,  and  then  finding  that  8  months  later  the  deficit 
is  much  larger,  and  to  the  extent  that  is  based  upon  economic  as- 
sumptions being  in  error,  that  is  very  difficult  for  people  to  under- 
stand, and  the  conclusion  frequently  is  we  didn't  do  anything. 

We  went  through  all  those  hard  votes  and  did  all  that  stuff,  and 
all  they  are  measuring  it  against  is  the  bottom  line,  not  the  policy 
changes  that  occurred. 

So,  frankly,  if  there  is  anything  that  I  think  we  could  do  as  a 
result  of  these  hearings,  and  it  would  not  require  any  change  in 
our  law,  it  would  be  to  provide  that  some  conclusion  on  better 
scorekeeping  as  the  economic  assumptions  versus  violations  of  the 
policies  that  were  voted  in,  and  we  might  be  able  to  do  that  by 
some  common  accord. 

You  know,  it  is  frequently  assumed  that  under  my  leadership 
when  we  departed  from  accepting  CBO's  numbers  all  the  time,  that 
we  were  in  some  sense  striking  out  on  a  path  of  our  own. 

Well,  the  truth  of  the  matter  is  that  it  was  no  better  than  before 
in  that  the  administration  and  theirs,  CBO  has  from  time  to  time 
been  almost  prohibited  from  talking  with  them  because  someone 
conceived  that  independence  of  the  two  required,  that  that  never 
occurred.  But  the  House  never  adopted  either.  They  had  their  own 
economist  for  the  first  few  years. 

Dr.  Ornstein.  Nancy  Teeters,  who  is  now  on  the  Federal  Re- 
serve. 

Chairman  Domenici.  Now  they  use  another  person's,  not  CBO's, 
not  ours,  and  not  the  €uiministration's.  This,  without  people  know- 
ing it,  is  really  wreaking  havoc  with  the  process. 

THREE-  OR  FOUR-YEAR  EVALUATION 

One  other  notion:  We  talked  so  much  about  the  Appropriations 
Committee  and  the  need  to  get  more  in  sync  and  Norm  suggests 
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that  we  merge,  but  I  would  suggest  that  the  staff  run  a  3-  or  4-year 
evaluation  to  see  wherein  the  overages  in  the  budget  deficit  oc- 
curred, appropriated  accounts  versus  economic  assumptions  that 
turned  out  wrong,  versus  the  super  bugaboo — that  is,  and  the 
extent  to  which  entitlements  have  exceeded  the  expectations 
plugged  in  the  budget. 

I  think  we  will  find  that  the  latter  two  created  the  disparity  in 
numbers  in  some  incredible  ratio  of  4  or  5  to  1  over  the  appropri- 
ated accounts,  making  the  targets  or  exceeding  the  numbers. 

I  don't  know  that,  but  maybe  we  can  do  that.  I  think  we  ought  to 
do  that  and  put  it  in  the  record  as  pcut  of  this  hearing. 

Because  those  are  the  kinds  of  things  that  might  have  nothing  to 
do  with  the  status  of  the  current  policy  law  and  budget  substan- 
tively, but  have  an  awful  lot  to  do  with  whether  people  are  going  to 
keep  the  process  around. 

Dr.  Penner.  I  think  that  is  a  very  important  thing  to  do,  Mr. 
Chairman,  to  make  it  out  in  just  that  way.  It  is  just  impossible  for 
an  outsider  like  me  to  do,  as  much  as  I  would  like  to  see  it.  Only 
you  can  really  do  it.  It  would  be  very  instructive. 

Chcdrman  Domenici.  Norm? 

Dr.  Ornstein.  I  endorse  that  strongly.  When  it  comes  to  the  as- 
sumptions themselves,  there  are  two  problems.  One  is,  no  matter 
how  much  good  faith  you  observe  in  making  your  assiunptions, 
they  are  going  to  be  liit  and  miss  at  best.  The  public  has  difficulty 
in  understanding  that. 

If  you  are  off  by  1  percent  in  your  assumption  of  unemplo}rment 
or  inflation,  it  has  an  enormous  impact  on  the  budget  figures  and 
revenue  projections,  and  deficits  later  on. 

Then,  of  course,  there  is  the  second  problem  of  nobedy  having  en- 
tirely good  faith  in  making  estimates  when  political  pressure  is 
there  to  make  things  look  better  than  they  are. 

CREATE  COUNCn.  ON  ECONOMIC  ASSUMPTIONS 

If  we  end  up  having  a  constitutional  amendment  to  balance  the 
budget,  and  I  fervently  hope  that  we  do  not,  and  if  we  are  serious 
about  making  it  work,  it  would  seem  to  me  that  particularly  to 
deal  with  the  latter  problem  and  the  overwhelming  temptation  to 
simply  jiggle  assumptions  to  make  a  budget  seem  to  be  in  bal- 
ance— and  that  is  true,  of  course,  of  both  the  executive  branch  and 
of  Congress — I  would  recommend  creating  some  sort  of  council  on 
economic  assumptions  which  might  have,  say,  the  chairman  of  the 
Fed  as  the  chairman,  and  have  as  members  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury,  the  chairman  of  the  Council  of  Economic  Advisors,  the 
head  of  0MB,  the  chairman  of  the  Senate  and  House  Budget  Com- 
mittees, and  the  head  of  the  CBO,  and  let  them  vote  on  assump- 
tions, and  let  the  President  rely  on  those  assumptions  to  come  up 
with  a  budget  that  is  bcdanced. 

Chairman  DoMENia.  And  have  a  scorekeeping  at  a  r^ular  inter- 
val that  would  account  for  the  disparity  and  the  spending  and  the 
revenue  to  the  extent  that  reality  exceeded  the  assumptions. 

You  are  asking  people  to  vote  on  it.  I  am  not  endorsing  the  coun- 
cil. Nobody  is  misled,  I  don't  think.  The  President's  budget  is  a  po- 
litical document  in  terms  of  economic  assumptions.  Have  we  ever 
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had  a  President  who  wanted  to  send  a  budget  up  and  say,  "I  want 
you  to  know  that  these  economic  assumptions  are  the  worst  case 
scenario"?  He  didn't  get  elected  for  that,  right?  He  is  going  to  give 
you  best  case,  I  think. 

Dr.  Ornstein.  That  is  right,  and  there  will  be  political  differ- 
ences over  assumptions.  It  makes  sense  to  air  them  publicly  before 
you  begin. 

ENTTFLEMENT  PROGRABfS  NOT  CONTROLLED  BY  IMPOUNDMENT 

Chairman  Domenici.  I  will  yield  to  the  Senator  in  a  moment. 

Let  me  say  one  other  thing:  You  know,  there  is  an  awful  lot  of 
comment  around  about  the  Senate,  that  has  to  do  with  the  im- 
poundment process.  Everybody  looks  at  it  and  says,  ''Why  don't 
you  Hx  it  this  way,  and  that?"  Some  have  some  suggestions  and 
others  have  others. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  part  of  the  budget  that  goes  out  of  con- 
trol that  impoundment  has  nothing  to  do  with  is  entitlement  pro- 
grams, where  there  is  no  system  around  for  a  midcourse  correction 
if  the  sum  total  of  entitlements  exceeds  the  expenditures  estimated 
by  any  amount. 

There  is  nothing  around  to  do  it,  and  it  is  one  that  far  less  think- 
ing is  being  applied  to.  We  have  some  people  working  on  some  no- 
tions, and  it  is  difficult.  We  know  the  farm  program  is  a  significant 
entitlement.  It  is  going  to  be  far,  far  in  excess  of  anybody's  esti- 
mate. 

We  have  that  in  all  major  entitlements,  and  there  is  not  any  ad- 
justment made  to  meet  a  budget  target. 

We  get  the  bad  end  of  that,  because  we  have  to  run  the  tape  on 
it  at  some  point,  and  then  we  get  criticized  if  the  budget  is  out  of 
kilter.  We  can't  do  anything  if  medicare  is  going  up  if  that  is  what 
the  law  is.  You  have  to  plug  the  numbers  in  eventually,  unless 
there  were  some  kind  of  control  mechanism  invested  in  somebody 
to  bring  it  into  kilter  on  a  regular  basis,  bring  it  back  to  where  it 
ought  to  be. 

Senator  Gorton? 

Senator  Gorton.  Mr.  Ornstein,  you  particularly  caused  me  to  re- 
flect on  the  absence  of  institutional  memory  on  the  part  of  a  new- 
comer. I  found  your  discussion  of  the  status  of  the  Budget  Commit- 
tee to  be  a  fascinating  one.  I  didn't  know  that  history. 

I  had  found  it  an  absolute  paradox  that  this  is  what  we  call  a 
class  B  committee  to  be  picked  after  all  the  rest  were  done,  given 
its  status  and  its  functions  this  time  around. 

I  do  want  to  press  on  on  the  related  subjects  that  you  have, 
which  are  theoretical  and  impractical  at  the  present  time. 

I  don't  personally  think  that  it  harms  the  status  or  the  impact  or 
effect  of  this  committee  to  have  that  status,  and  the  ''no  proxv" 
rule,  for  example,  has  forced  members  to  participate,  whatever  the 
category  of  their  other  committees. 

AUTHORIZATION  PROCESS  ABSOLUTE  JOKE 

But  an  even  greater  anachronism,  it  seems  to  me — close  to  but 
not  identical  Witii  your  point  about  whether  the  appropriations  and 
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budget  processes  should  be  combined,  has  been  the  authorization 
process. 

I  find  the  authorization  process  to  be  an  absolute  joke  on  the  two 
other  committees  on  which  I  serve.  It  seems  to  me  that  we  simply 

fo  through  a  process  which  has  no  meaning  in  reality  whatsoever, 
must  say  that  I  find  myself  often  voting  inconsistently  in  one  of 
those  committees  with  the  way  I  know  perfectlv  well  I  know  I  am 
going  to  vote  here  in  this  committee,  simply  because  it  is  a 
game 

Chairman  Domenici.  What? 

Senator  Gorton  [continuing].  Because  it  is  a  game,  and  because 
the  numbers  have  no  reality  whatsoever. 

From  someone  who  worked  as  an  academic  on  reform  of  the  com- 
mittee structure,  would  we  not  be  better  to  turn  that  reality  into 
form  as  well,  and  simply  abandon  the  authorization  process  and 
allow  the  other  major  committees  to  deal  purely  with  substance,  as 
they  do  when  the  Energy  Committee  works  on  a  reclamation  act  or 
a  coal  slurry  pipeline  act,  and  as  the  Commerce  Committee  does 
when  it  works  on  a  communications  act,  and  stop  fooling  around 
with  an  authorization  process  which  seems  to  me  to  have  no  mean- 
ing at  all. 

Dr.  Ornstein.  You  are  right  about  that.  That  is  the  way  it  has 
worked  in  the  last  couple  of  years.  Reconciliation,  if  it  works,  tends 
to  make  most  authorizations  meaningless. 

If  you  have  a  budget  process  that  sets  targets  and  ceilings,  then 
having  authorizations  separately  doesn't  really  make  a  great  deal 
of  sense.  There  are  a  lot  of  ways  in  which  you  could,  if  you  really — 
if  you  have  a  separate  budget  process,  and  an  authorization  proc- 
ess, and  revenue  raising  process,  there  are  lots  of  ways  in  which 
you  could  merge  among  those  four  functions 

Senator  Gorton.  It  is  at  least  one  function  too  much,  is  it  not? 

Dr.  Ornstein.  That  is  what  I  would  say. 

Let  me  add  a  couple  of  comments  on  the  Budget  Committee 
itself,  going  back  into  history. 

This  committee  has  been  an  unusual  one  for  the  last  2  years, 
given  its  past  history.  It  had  strength  from  the  beginning,  but  that 
strength  was  because  of  the  personal  force  of  Senator  Muskie  and 
his  close  working  relationship  with  Senator  Bellmon.  They  made  a 
commitment  to  it  and  they  were  the  Budget  Committee. 

If  you  were  around  for  a  time  to  see  how  other  members  treated 
it,  it  was  difficult  to  get  members  to  go  on.  It  was  largely  a  staff 
operation. 

At  times,  when  the  committee  failed  on  the  floor,  it  was  essen- 
tially Muskie  versus  Long,  not  any  kind  of  serious  consideration  of 
the  real  issue  of  whether  or  not  the  Budget  Committee  should  be 
getting  into  questions  of  revenue  measures  over  a  3-year  period. 

That  is  not  a  good  way  to  have  a  process  work,  because  there  is 
going  to  come  a  time  when  things  are  going  to  change,  when  a 
chairman  leaves  and  somebody  else  comes  in,  and  either  you  have 
a  reasonably  strong  institutional  position  where  the  members  of 
the  institution  give  that  committee  some  weight,  or  you  don't.  This 
situation  that  you  have  been  under  for  the  last  couple  of  years  is 
not  going  to  last,  and  there  will  come  a  time  if  you  leave  the  com- 
mittee as  it  is  when  the  naturally  jealously  guarded  functions  of 
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the  other  14  standing  committees  in  this  institution,  which  will 
always  have  more  total  members  than  the  Budget  Ck)mmittee  will, 
will  begin  to  outweigh  that.  If  this  is  still  a  throwaway  committee 
for  most  people — if  it  is  not  one  of  their  major,  key  assignments — 
then  the  functions  of  the  committee  and  the  process  are  going  to  be 
weakened  over  the  long  run. 

OVERLAPPING  MEMBERSHIP  FAVORED 

Senator  Gorton.  Let's  say  we  adopt  your  proposal,  impractical  as 
it  is,  to  combine  the  Budget  and  Appropriations  Committees.  I 
would  say  even  in  theory  I  would  have  some  concern  with  it  be- 
cause it  seems  to  me  that  our  lines  are  to  Appropriations  and  Fi- 
nance and  that  they  are  equal  in  nature. 

Do  you  feel  an  advantage  to  having  Budget  Committee  members 
also  serve  on  one  of  those  two  other  committees  or  a  disadvantage? 
When  you  talk  about  the  status  and  the  direction  of  this  commit- 
tee, of  course  we  have  a  situation,  at  least  for  us,  where  one  cannot 
be  on  both  the  Appropriations  and  Finance  Committees.  Should 
that  same  rule  apply  as  far  as  the  Budget  Committee  is  concerned, 
or  should  the  opposite  apply,  that  there  be  a  considerable  overlap- 
ping membership? 

Dr.  Ornstein.  Definitely  the  latter,  and  not  the  former.  I  think 
having  overlapping  membership  makes  it  easier  for  the  Appropri- 
ations Committee  to  live  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Budget 
Committee. 

I  would  want  to  have  an  overlapping  membership.  It  served  the 
House  Committee  poorly  to  have  rotation.  It  is  bad  to  rotate  one 
committee  and  not  others.  It  helps  to  have  members  in  Budget 
from  The  Appropriations  and  Ways  and  Means  Committees. 

I  would  not  want  to  make  a  msgor  committee  rule  that  would 
bring  Budget  in,  but  would  also  make  it  an  exclusive  committee 
that  would  prohibit  membership  on  Appropriations  and  Finsmce, 
and  others,  and  I  might  want  to  kick  around  a  notion  to  have  a 
certain  number  of  members  who  make  a  choice  to  serve  on  two  of 
those  three. 

Senator  Gorton.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  12  o'clock. 

Chairman  Domenici.  We  are  going  to  go  a  few  more  minutes. 

Dr.  Penner. 

Dr.  Penner.  I  don't  disagree  with  anything  vou  said,  sir,  about 
the  authorizations  and  appropriations.  But  I  do  think  it  to  some 
extent  loses  sight  of  the  really  big  picture. 

The  really  strange  thing  about  how  we  have  done  our  business  in 
this  country  for  a  large  number  of  years  was  that  we  made  our  rev- 
enue and  our  outlay  decisions  quite  separately,  both  in  the  execu- 
tive branch  with  0MB  being  separate  from  Treasury,  and  in  the 
Congress. 

If  we  had  kept  things  as  they  were  in  the  19th  century  when  the 
Ways  and  Means  Committee  was  really  a  ways  and  means  commit- 
tee, combining  those  functions,  there  would  never  have  been  any 
need  for  this  budget  process.  I  think  it  would  have  been  a  super 
kind  of  revenue-raising  Budget  Committee,  spending  committee.  I 
have  not  read  that  history  very  carefully,  but  1  gather  the  decision 
to  separate  the  functions  was  done  very  casually  simply  because 
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there  were  so  many  decisions  that  had  to  be  made  by  that  commit- 
tee. 

BURDEN  ON  MEMBERS  OVERWHELMING 

Senator  Gorton.  But  let  me  follow  up  on  that.  I  went,  in  reality,  > 
through  that  process  in  the  State  of  Washington.  We  had  two  sepa- 
rate committees  when  I  started  in  the  l^islature,  appropriations 
and  ways  and  mecuis.  We  combined  them  for  exactly  that  reason, 
and  at  least  in  the  l^islature,  which  met  only  part  time,  there  was 
that  difference. 

The  system  collapsed  from  the  moment  that  we  tried  it,  because 
the  burden  on  the  members  was  so  overwhelming. 

Dr.  Penner.  And  that  is  the  real,  practical  problem,  indeed.  To 
change  the  subiect  radically,  I  think  the  most  persuasive  argument 
made  on  beluJf  of  the  President's  new  federalism  philosophy  is 
that  now  the  Congress  of  the  United  States,  having  to  be  specialists 
in  all  of  these  categorical  grants  along  with  nuclear  disarmament 
and  all  sorts  of  other  things,  can't  really  handle  the  process  in  a 
logical  fashion.  The  notion  of  pushing  more  and  more  decisions  to 
lower  levels  of  government  has  a  great  appeal  to  me  for  that  very 
reason. 

Frankly,  the  real,  logical  flaw  in  the  budget  process,  and  there  is 
no  way  of  correcting  this,  is  that  as  a  purely  intellectual  matter  it 
doesn't  make  a  lot  of  sense  to  try  to  set  an  aggregate  without 
knowing  a  great  deal  about  the  value  of  every  little  program,  and 
yet  because  of  the  need  to  specialize,  you  have  to  operate  just  that 
way.  It  doesn't  matter  how  you  carve  it  up  or  how  you  make  people 
specialize,  there  will  be  anomalies  in  the  results  simply  because  ev- 
erybody can't  be  expert  enough  to  be  able  to  trade  off  every  pro- 
gram against  every  other,  which  would  be  the  ideal  system  in  a 
world  in  which  time  was  costless. 

TWO  OR  three  super  COMMrFTEES  ARE  ENOUGH 

Chairman  Domenici.  While  I  might  agree,  while  the  authoriza- 
tion versus  appropriation  versus  the  budget  process  has  evolved 
much  as  you  describe  it  to  this  point,  it  would  seem  to  me  that  to 
ignore  the  fact  that  you  have  100  Members  in  the  Senate  and 
vastly  more  in  the  House,  that  you  don't  want  to  have  more  than 
two  or  three  supercommittees. 

I  think  it  is  precisely  what  you  described  a  while  ago,  it  is  just 
something  that  is  absolutely  impossible. 

But  conversely,  I  am  not  so  sure  it  would  be  all  that  good.  I  think 
what  has  happened  is  that  this  process,  the  budget  process,  has  fo- 
cused attention  on  appropriations,  entitlements,  and  taxes,  which 
basically  are  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Appropriations  and  the 
Finance  Committees,  and  other  than  that  one  big  omnibus  recon- 
ciliation act,  it  has  not  focused  attention  on  the  role  of  an  author- 
izing committee  in  this  overall  big  picture. 

Now,  in  the  scheme  of  things,  one  could  try  to  invent  a  way  to 
make  that  relevant  legislatively,  reorganizationally,  or  the  like,  but 
basically  that  might  evolve,  because  to  the  extent  that  authorizing 
committees  on  matters  such  as  major  programs  that  ultimately 
cost  money,  to  the  extent  that  they  were  to  find  out  that  their  pre- 
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rogatives  are  being  tremendously  watered  down  by  not  being 
enough  involved  in  the  dollar  amounts  within  their  jurisdiction  for 
their  programs,  if  they  soon  find  out  that  they  had  in  mind,  for  in- 
stance, in  a  function  like  education,  where  there  is  $5  billion  or 
less  to  spend,  and  they  had  hoped  that  grants  would  be  60  percent 
of  it  and  student  loans  40,  and  it  turns  out  that  one  is  an  entitle- 
ment and  one  is  not,  and  you  reverse  it,  and  pretty  soon  it  is  60 
percent  loans  and  40  percent  grants. 

Eventually,  if  we  hold  the  line,  and  if  the  appropriators  and  the 
budget  process  leave  the  function  intact  but  the  squeeze  occurs  in- 
ternally, it  would  seem  someone  would  wake  up  and  say,  "Well,  we 
had  better  respond  authorizationwide  and  establish  a  different  set 
of  priorities,  or  we  are  out  of  this  ball  game." 

Now,  I  think  that  is  occurring,  and  that  is  only  a  minor  one.  It  is 
occurring  in  all  ways,  where  you  have  open-ended  authorizations, 
set  no  limits,  and  then  vou  wonder  why  the  appropriators  have 
taken  on  1  as  a  pet  and  funded  it  at  the  maximum  and  left  the  14 
others  out  with  nothing. 

So,  either  they  become  meaningful  in  the  sense  of  not  just  pass- 
ing the  programmatic  law,  but  looking  at  the  sum  of  money  availa- 
ble, and  they  do  prioritizing,  which  would  assume  the  appropri- 
ators would  do  less  legislating,  I  assume.  They  do  plenty  now. 
There  are  30  or  40  law  changes  in  every  appropriations  bill,  as  we 
know,  because  authorizers  don't  change  the  law,  so  they  change  it 
themselves. 

We  find  one  every  now  and  then  and  make  a  big  scene  on  it,  and 
have  a  roUcall  vote  on  whether  they  can  do  it  or  not.  But  there  are 
far  more  than  those  we  pick  up  on  the  floor  and  have  battles  over. 

AUTHORIZATION  COMMriTEES  COULD  BE  CHOSEN 

So  I  think  it  could  come  about  as  a  result  of  the  squeeze  that 
occurs.  If  it  doesn't,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  losers  in  the  process 
are  the  authorization  committees. 

Let  me  cite  a  contranr  example,  the  Armed  Services  Committee. 
For  the  last  3  years,  at  least,  first  under  Stennis  and  2  years  under 
Tower,  they  decided  that  they  would  take  the  budget  mark  and 
craft  an  authorization  bill  to  establish  their  priorities,  and  in  2 
years  they  were  within  the  number. 

This  is  the  onlv  year  in  which  the  authorization  bill  has  exceeded 
it.  They  would  shift  that  over  to  the  appropriators,  and  they  quite 
appropriately,  as  they  gained  their  stature  back,  would  say,  "That 
is  what  you  are  supposed  to  fund,  because  that  is  what  we  are  for. 
We  are  here  to  study  the  military  needs  and  make  the  choices  and 
put  it  in  the  appropriations  bill.'' 

Now,  if  that  evolved  for  them,  that  could  happen  for  others.  It  is 
not  up  to  us  to  tell  anybody  how  to  do  business.  That  is  not  our  job. 
Obviously  it  is  evolving  in  some  areas. 

Norm,  I  don't  think  your  concern  over  what  you  call  the  commit- 
tee, mcgor  or  minor,  makes  much  difference  any  more. 

'The  rules  in  the  Senate  on  the  Republican  side  have  now  been 
changed  to — which  governed  in  any  event,  our  own  internal  rules — 
where  they  are  much  like  the  Democratic  side,  and  I  think  there  is 
no  way  short  of  overhauling  the  whole  system  that  you  will  get  to 
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the  goal  you  seek  in  your  recommendation,  which  is  less  msgor 
committee  work,  thus  pa3ring  more  attention,  having  more  time. 
You  are  not  going  to  get  there  by  merely  changing  the  status  of  the 
Budget  Committee.  You  have  to  undo  the  whole  process. 

At  this  point,  no  one  wanted  to  be  on  this  committee  before,  but 
I  think  my  friend  from  Washington  has  suggested  that  next  year 
there  wouldn't  be  any  vacancies  on  this  committee.  I  think  that  is 
probably  true.  He  got  on.  He  wasn't  so  sure  he  wanted  it.  Now, 
after  I  talked  him  into  it  for  the  good  of  our  country,  he  won't  get 
off.  [Laughter.] 

In  fact,  he  chaired  the  committee  today. 

Dr.  Ornstein.  Well,  I  disagree  with  you  on  that.  I  certainly  want 
less  major  committee  work  and  I  certainly  wish  the  committee  had 
held  to  our  recommendations  and  to  the  rules. 

There  have  been  violations  all  over  the  place.  It  does  not  upset 
people  out  there  who  don't  know  about  it,  or  who  do.  It  upsets  the 
hell  out  of  me.  There  are  a  fifth  of  the  members  who  violate  the 
assignment  rules,  and  that  does  bad  things  for  the  system.  That  is 
one  of  the  reasons  most  of  the  committee  members  are  not  here 
today. 

Chairman  Domenici.  That  is  not  really  why  they  are  not  here. 

Dr.  Ornstein.  They  have  other  commitments. 

Chairman  Domenici.  But  I  would  doubt  if  they  have  conflicting 
committee  assignments  this  particular  day. 

MAKE  BUDGET  COMMrrTEE  A  MAJOR  COMMriTEE 

Senator  Gorton.  I  have  four  now. 

Dr.  Ornstein.  I  looked  at  a  list  in  the  Washington  Post,  and 
knowing  who  was  on  what  committees,  and  I  could  probably  point 
out  to  you  where  other  members  of  the  committee  are.  They  are  in 
other  hearings  or  meetings. 

The  larger  role  of  the  Budget  Committee — very  few  would  leave 
it  now  given  its  power.  That  is  an  anomaly.  Some  time  in  the 
future,  you  are  going  to  move  away  from  the  position  where  you 
are  the  dominant  committee  in  the  institution  and  back  to  what 
role  the  committee  played  in  its  first  several  years. 

At  that  point,  it  would  be  impossible  to  change  this  to  a  msgor 
committee,  as  you  discovered  before. 

That  happened  in  1978,  after  the  1978  election.  Both  parties  went 
out  there  and  said,  "Who  wants  to  serve  on  the  Budget  Committee 
as  one  of  two  committees?"  and  nobody  said  yes.  That  was  instead 
of  doing  what  the  leadership  should  have,  which  was  to  say,  '1  am 
sorry,  those  are  the  only  vacancies,"  and  make  it  a  major  commit- 
tee. 

Chairman  Domenici.  I  would  never  have  been  chairman  if  they 
had  done  that.  That  would  have  been  terrible. 

Dr.  Ornstein.  That  was  fortunate  for  the  process,  but  now  you 
are,  and  this  is  a  time  you  could  make  it  a  msgor  committee  and 
make  it  stick. 

Once  people  get  on  under  those  circumstances,  they  would  be 
likely  to  stay,  and  in  the  process  of  doing  so,  the  committee  would 
be  able  to  become  strong  enough  so  that  it  could  stay  strong  during 
the  periods  that  inevitably  come. 
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Chairman  Domenici.  Thank  you  both  very  much. 
[Whereupon,  at  12:12  p.m.,  the  committee  adjourned,  to  recon- 
vene subject  to  the  call  of  the  Chair.] 
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PROPOSED  IMPROVEMENTS  IN  THE 
CONGRESSIONAL  BUDGET  ACT  OF  1974 


TUESDAY,  SEPTEMBER  21,  1982 

U.S.  Senate, 
Committee  on  the  Budget, 

Washington,  D.C, 
The  committee  met,  at  10:14  a.m.,  in  room  6202,  Dirksen  Senate 
Office  Building,  Hon.  Pete  V.  Domenici  (chairman)  presiding. 
Present:  Senators  Domenici,  Quayle,  and  Gorton. 
Staff  present:  Robert  Fulton,  chief  counsel;  Nell  Pajme,  staff  at- 
torney; and  Lizabeth  Tankersley,  minority  staff  director. 
Qiairman  Domenici.  The  hearing  will  please  come  to  order. 

OPENING  STATEMENT  OF  CHAIRMAN  DOMENICI 

I  apologize  for  being  late.  As  our  first  witness  on  the  third  day  of 
these  hearings  on  possible  revisions  to  the  Budget  Act,  we  are 
pleased  to  welcome  Dr.  Alice  Rivlin,  Director  of  the  Congressional 
Budget  Office.  I  understand  from  her  recent  announcement  that 
she  will  soon  be  leaving  that  position,  and  it  is  possible  that  this 
would  be  her  last  appearance  before  this  committee.  So  it  is  fitting 
that  she  is  here  today  to  discuss  with  this  committee  her  views  on 
the  process  in  which  she  and  her  office  have  played  a  great  part. 

On  behalf  of  the  committee,  I  would  like  to  convey  to  you  our 
great  appreciation  for  your  work  at  the  CBO  and,  obviously  public- 
ly extend  to  you  my  b^t  wishes  for  your  future  endeavors.  We  will 
have  an  opportunity  to  do  more  of  that,  I  am  sure,  but  I  am 
pleased  to  do  that  today. 

Mr.  David  Stockman  was  to  appear  before  our  committee  today 
but  is  unable  to  do  so.  He  has  submitted  a  prepared  statement  that 
he  would  like  inserted  in  the  record.^  Without  objection  I  will  do 
that  now. 

Dr.  Rivlin  would  you  proceed,  please? 

STATEMENT  OF  ALICE  M.  RIVLIN,  DIRECTOR,  CONGRESSIONAL 

BUDGET  OFFICE 

Dr.  Rivlin.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Let  me  submit  the  full  statement  for  the  record  and  summarize 
it  as  briefly  as  I  can  to  bring  out  the  main  points.^ 

I  believe  that  the  budget  process  has  proved  itself  under  extraor- 
dinarily difficult  circumstances  to  be  both  a  strong  process  and  a 
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flexible  process.  I  know  that  there  are  those  who  say  that  the  pre- 
occupation of  the  Congress  with  budgetary  matters  and  the  delays 
in  getting  everything  done  show  some  weakness  in  the  procedure. 
Actually,  I  think  that  they  reflect  the  seriousness  of  the  problem. 
This  year  was  a  striking  case  in  point.  As  you  will  remember,  as 
we  started  into  this  budget  year  we  were  all  projecting  deflcits 
rising  very  rapidly  if  the  Congress  did  not  take  action.  The  Con- 
gress has  taken  action,  both  on  the  spending  side  and  on  the  tax 
side.  We  regard  this  as  a  significant  achievement  of  the  budget 
process  under  very  difficult  circumstances  and  in  an  election  year. 
The  Congress  has  acted  to  pass  a  budget  resolution  that  arrests  the 
growth  in  those  future  deflcits  and  has  taken  much  of  the  legisla- 
tive action  to  put  that  resolution  into  force. 

PROGRESS  UNDER  THE  CURRENT  BUDGET  ACT 

As  we  have  all  worked  with  the  budget  process  over  the  last  7 
years,  I  think  there  have  been  a  number  of  lessons  that  have 
emerged.  The  origincd  concept  of  the  Budget  Act  was  a  multistep 
process  in  which  the  Congress,  flrst,  set  targets  at  the  beginning; 
next,  went  through  the  individual  spending  and  taxing  le^slation; 
and  then  made  the  flnal  and  apparently,  if  one  reads  the  original 
draft  of  the  act,  the  most  important  decisions  at  the  end  in  Septem- 
ber. I  think  we  have  all  learned  that  that  procedure  is  not  work- 
able; that  important  decisions  must  be  made  early  in  the  year  if 
there  is  to  be  time  to  implement  them;  and  that  the  flrst  resolution 
has  emerged  as  the  most  important  decisionmaking  vehicle. 

Similarly,  reconciliation,  which  was  originally  thought  to  be  part 
of  this  end  process  in  the  second  resolution,  has  been  moved  into 
the  flrst  resolution  because  if  you  do  not  do  it  then,  you  C€umot  do 
it. 

Again,  it  has  become  apparent,  as  we  have  all  worked  with  the 
Budget  Act,  that  if  you  just  control  spending  and  do  not  include 
credit,  you  are  in  trouble.  The  credit  activities  of  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment, many  of  them  off  budget,  have  enormous  impacts  on  the 
economy  and  have  to  be  considered  together  with  the  spending 
items. 

And,  flnally,  we  have  all  learned  that  you  cannot  deal  with  the 
budget  of  the  U.S.  Government  1  year  at  a  time.  If  you  are  going  to 
make  msgor  changes  in  the  priorities  of  the  Government  and  in  the 
size  of  the  Government,  it  has  to  be  done  on  a  multiyear  basis.  I 
think  we  all  knew  that  7  years  ago,  but  it  has  become  more  and 
more  evident  as  the  process  has  proceeded. 

PROVEN  CHANGES 

These  lessons  have  led  to  changes  in  the  way  the  budget  process 
actually  operates,  and  it  seems  to  me  that  these  changes  should  be 
continued  and  built  upon,  whether  or  not  you  elect  to  change  the 
law.  It  would  be  possible  to  put  them  into  the  law,  but  it  is  prob- 
ably not  necessary  to  do  that.  One  can  £u:^e  that  either  way. 

Whether  or  not  ^ou  change  the  law,  it  seems  to  me  that  what 
you  ought  to  have  is  a  binding  flrst  resolution  which  is  amendable 
at  any  time  during  the  year  if  that  proves  to  be  necessary  because 
of  significant  change  in  the  economic  outlook  or  for  some  other 
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reaspn.  That  resolution  ought  to  be  a  multiyear  resolution,  and  the 
multiyear  numbers,  not  just  the  first-year  numbers,  should  be  bind- 
ing. Indeed,  if  that  is  done,  and  if  the  numbers  are  taken  very  seri- 
ously for  all  3  years,  if  3  is  the  desired  number,  the  second  year  of 
the  budget  resolution  could  become  the  starting  point— the  base- 
line— ^for  considering  the  budget  in  the  next  budget  year. 

Reconciliation,  I  believe,  is  a  very  useful  tool  and  should  be  kept 
in  connection  with  the  first  resolution,  although  the  committees 
should  probably  be  given  more  time  to  respond  to  reconciliation 
instructions.  That  might  be  done  by  giving  them  60  days  or  by 
having  some  date  before  the  beginning  of  the  fiscal  year  by  which 
committees  would  have  to  respond — say,  September  1  or  September 
15.  That  would  be  even  easier  if  you  moved  the  fiscal  year  to  the 
calendar  year. 

Credit  should  stay  in  the  resolution,  and  the  credit  total  should 
be  binding.  Credit  should  probably  be  included  in  reconciliation 
instructions.  And  if  one  were  to  make  msgor  changes,  I  think  that 
putting  everything  on  budget,  but  especially  the  activities  of  the 
Federal  Financing  Bcuik,  would  be  a  major  positive  move.  I  say  the 
activities  of  the  Federal  Financing  Bank,  not  the  bank  itself,  be- 
cause I  think  the  best  way  to  do  that  is  to  bring  the  borrowing  of 
particular  agencies  from  the  bank  onto  the  budget  and  allocate  it 
to  those  agencies,  not  to  the  bank  itself 

ADDmONAL  APPROACHES  TO  STRENGTHENING  THE  PROCESS 

All  of  that  would  strengthen  the  budget  process  along  the  lines 
that  have  already  evolved  in  use.  I  think  that  several  problems  will 
remain,  however,  and  that  a  number  of  the  procedures  should  be 
considered  for  inclusion  in  the  budget  process. 

APPROPRIATIONS 

One  problem  is  how  to  get  appropriations  finished  sooner.  There 
are  various  ways  of  doing  that.  One  is  delayed  enrollment;  a  second 
is  an  omnibus  appropriation  bill,  which  it  seems  to  me  is  a  reason- 
ably good  idea;  another  is  an  automatic  and  permanent  continuing 
resolution,  which  would  continue  all  programs  at  the  previous  level 
or  at  something  lower  than  the  previous  level,  if  appropriations 
were  not  enacted  on  time. 

Chairman  Domenici.  That  would  start  looking  like  an  entitle- 
ment though;  would  it  not? 

Dr.  RiVLiN.  It  might.  You  might  want  to  ratch  such  a  resolution 
down  to,  say,  90  percent  of  the  previous  appropriation  levels  if 
nothing  is  enacted.  What  you  want  is  not  an  entitlement  but  an 
enforcing  mechanism  to  make  the  Appropriations  Committees  and 
the  rest  of  the  Congress  act  on  the  appropriations  bills. 

As  to  making  sure  that  the  appropriations  are  consistent  with 
the  resolution  at  a  level  lower  than  the  overall  totals,  it  would 
seem  possible  to  make  the  committee  allocations  binding.  That  is 
probably  an  easier  way  of  doing  it  than  making  the  functional 
totals  binding. 
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TAX  EXPENDITURES 

Another  problem  that  would  remain  is  how  to  get  more  serious 
focus  in  the  budget  process  on  tax  expenditures.  The  special  provi- 
sions of  the  Tax  Code  that  aid  individuals  and  businesses  are  often 
very  costly,  and  they  serve  many  of  the  same  purposes  as  direct 
spending.  At  the  moment,  the  Budget  Act  does  Hot  give  the  Con- 
gress the  same  kind  of  control  over  tax  expenditures  as  it  does  over 
direct  expenditures. 

One  possibility  is  a  ceiling  on  total  tax  expenditures.  That  in- 
volves some  measurement  problems,  as  previous  witnesses  have 
noted.  They  are  not  insuperable,  however. 

More  important,  I  think,  is  to  find  a  way  of  getting  consideration 
of  the  tax  and  spending  tradeoffs  within  functional  totals,  so  that 
when  you  are  looking  at  alternative  ways  of  aiding  housing  or 
medical  care  or  State  and  local  governments  or  whatever,  you  can 
consider  the  spending  and  taxing  alternatives  at  the  same  time.  A 
way  of  doing  that  might  well  be  to  give  joint  jurisdiction  to  taxing 
committees  and  spending  committees  in  certain  areas. 

BIENNIAL  BUDGETING 

And  fincdly,  no  matter  what  you  do,  you  have  the  horrendous 
problem  of  how  to  cut  the  budgetary  workload  down  to  a  manage- 
able size.  Congress  makes  too  many  decisions,  and  it  makes  them 
too  often.  You  cannot  get  everything  done  in  the  time  allotted,  no 
matter  what  you  do.  I  am  not  sure  there  is  a  solution  to  this  prob- 
lem, but  one  that  I  think  is  well  worth  considering  is  moving  to  a 
biennial  budget  with  the  object  of  cutting  the  budgetary  decision 
load  approximsCtely  in  half  and  making  better  decisions  in  the  proc- 
ess. 

The  first  session  of  a  Congress  could  be  devoted  to  budget  and 
appropriations,  and  the  second  to  oversight  and  authorization. 
There  are  various  alternatives  being  discu^ed  by  the  Congress  at 
the  moment;  and  one  of  them  has  been  offered  by  Senator  Quayle. 
I  am  not  sure  which  is  the  best  one,  but  a  serious  look  at  a  biennial 
budget  seems  to  me  to  be  in  order. 

There  would  be  problems  in  forecasting  as  far  as  2  years  cdiead. 
There  are  problems  in  forecasting  1  year  cdiead.  But  I  think  that 
those  problems  might  not  be  so  serious  compared  with  the  benefit 
of  having  to  make  these  basic  decisions  half  as  often. 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  just  reiterate.  I  think  that 
this  committee  has  done  a  magnificent  job  in  keeping  the  budget 
process  on  track.  I  think  that  it  is  a  strong  process  and  that  it 
needs  now  to  be  strengthened  further,  but  along  the  lines  that 
have  been  proved  by  the  experience  of  working  with  the  process. 

Thank  you. 

Chairman  Domenici.  Thank  you  very  much. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  pleased  to  appear  before  this  Committee  to 
discuss  possible  ways  of  strengthening  the  Congressional  budget  process.  My 
statement  this  morning  will  briefly  review  the  progress  already  made  in  the 
budget  process  and  will  then  offer  several  recommended  changes  in  the 
procedures  established  by  the  Congressional  Budget  and  Impoundment 
Control  Act  of  197^. 

Big  deficits  and  delays  in  adopting  resolutions  and  passing  appropria- 
tions have  been  cited  as  evidence  that  the  budget  process  is  failing  and 
needs  major  overhaul.  I  do  not  share  this  view.  The  process  has  proved 
itself  enormously  resilient  and  adaptable  in  the  face  of  extraordinary 
strains.  It  needs  further  strengthening  but  not  basic  change.  The  symptoms 
that  cause  concern  about  the  process  are  much  more  the  result  of  the  basic 
underlying  budget  problems— an  underfinanced  budget  and  a  rapid  shift  in 
budget  priorities— than  of  procedural  inadequacies. 

At  the  beginning  of  this  year's  budget  deliberations,  the  Congress 
faced  the  prospect  of  high  and  rising  deficits  over  the  next  three  years  even 
assuming  a  moderate  economic  recovery.  Under  the  discipline  of  the  budget 
resolution,  the  Congress  has  recently  enacted  two  major  measures  designed 
to  reduce  these  deficits.  The  Tax  Equity  and  Fiscal  Responsibility  Act  raised 
revenues  by  nearly  $100  billion  and  cut  spending  by  $17  billion  in  fiscal  years 
1983-198^.  The  Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation  Act  of  1982  reduced  outlays 
by  an  additional  $13  billion  over  the  same  period.    These  actions,  and  the 
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additional  spending  reductions  assumed  in  the  budget  resolution,  have  made 
a  substantial  down  payment  on  correcting  the  unfortunate  budget  outlook 
projected  in  the  baseline  budget  prepared  earlier  this  year. 

Nonetheless,  the  Congress  will  enter  the  fiscal  year  198^  planning 
cycle  with  a  very  difficult  assignment:  to  reduce  the  still  excessive  deficits 
over  the  next  few  years  while  maintaining  economic  recovery.  This  will 
require  tackling  all  components  of  the  budget,  including  national  defense, 
income  security,  federal  credit  activities,  and  taxes.  It  will  also  require  a 
strengthening  of  private-sector  confidence  in  the  economy  and  in  the 
government.  Only  with  a  strong  budget  process— one  that  gives  high  priority 
to  meeting  aggregate  goals,  forces  hard  choices,  and  discourages  cosmetic 
changes— can  such  confidence  be  built. 

PROGRESS  UNDER  THE  CURRENT  BUDGET  ACT 

The  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974  was  intended  to  increase 
Congressional  control  over  the  federal  budget  and  to  establish  an  orderly 
schedule  of  budget  actions.  The  Budget  Act  originally  established  an  annual 
multistep  budget  process.  The  Congress  would  set  tentative  budget  totals 
in  a  first  resolution  in  May  (by  which  time  all  authorizing  legislation  was  to 
have  been  reported  out  of  committee);  second,  it  would  do  all  the  detailed 
work  on  specific  appropriations  and  tax  laws;  and  third,  it  would  make 
binding  decisions  on  budget  totals  in  a  second  budget  resolution  to  be  passed 
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in  September  just  before  the  fiscal  year  began.  Final  adjustment  was  to  be 
made  through  a  process  of  reconciliation— that  is,  reconciling  the  detailed 
changes  just  passed  with  the  spending  and  revenue  totals  in  the  second 
resolution. 

Experience  with  the  budget  process  has  revealed  that  the  hard 
decisions  to  cut  spending  or  raise  taxes  must  be  made  early  in  the  year,  not 
left  to  September  when  the  budget  year  is  about  to  begin.  Hence,  the  first 
resolution  has  become  increasingly  important  and  the  second  increasingly  a 
formality.  This  year's  first  concurrent  resolution  recognizes  this  develop- 
ment by  explicitly  stating  that  the  first  concurrent  resolution  will  become 
binding  if  a  second  concurrent  resolution  has  not  been  adopted  by  the 
beginning  of  the  new  fiscal  year. 

A  related  development  has  been  the  use  of  reconciliation  instructions 
in  the  first,  rather  than  the  second,  budget  resolution  for  the  past  three 
years.  Before  the  spring  of  1980,  the  Congressional  budget  process  had 
little  impact  on  entitlement  spending.  Each  year's  budget  resolutions 
included  assumed  legislative  savings  to  be  accomplished  by  amendments  to 
entitlement  program  authorizations,  but  these  legislative  savings  were 
rarely  enacted.  The  first  concurrent  resolutions  for  1981  and  1982  included 
reconciliation  instructions  directing  committees  to  report  amendments  to 
mandatory  spending  programs.  The  fiscal  year  1982  reconciliation  instruc- 
tions extended  the  scope  of  reconciliation  by  requiring  multiyear  spending 
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reductions.  The  reconciliation  instructions  for  fiscal  year  1983  continued 
to  address  mandatory  spending  and  were  extended  to  set  revenue  goals  for 
the  tax  committees,  again  using  multiyear  targets. 

The  budget  process  has  also  been  expanded  to  cover  direct  and 
guaranteed  lending,  an  area  of  federal  activity  not  originally  specified  in  the 
provisions  of  the  Budget  Act.  Federal  credit  activity  rapidly  expanded 
during  the  first  five  years  of  the  Congressional  budget  process.  While 
efforts  were  focused  on  holding  down  on-budget  spending,  off-budget  credit 
and  loan  guarantee  activity  rose  sharply.  In  response,  the  Congress  began  to 
seek  ways  to  control  federal  credit  through  the  budget  process.  The  budget 
resolutions  for  fiscal  years  1981  and  1982  set  targets  for  total  direct  and 
guaranteed  loans  and  allocated  those  targets  among  the  budget  functions. 
The  first  resolution  for  fiscal  year  1983  went  further,  requiring  new  credit 
authorizations  to  be  subject  to  appropriations  limitations  and  the  credit 
budget  to  be  allocated  among  committees  of  jurisdiction;  the  targets  will 
become  ceilings  upon  enactment  of  the  second  budget  resolution.  These 
extensions  of  the  budget  process  into  the  credit  area  give  promise  of  better 
control  over  the  total  impact  of  the  government  on  the  economy. 

Another  important  change  is  the  growing  acceptance  of  the  multiyear 
nature  of  budget  decisions.  The  budget  resolution  (including  the  reconcilia- 
tion sections)  now  includes  spending  and  revenue  targets  for  the  upcoming 
budget  year  and  for  two  years  beyond.  This  change  recognizes  several  facts. 
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First,  most  of  the  outlays  in  the  upcoming  year  are  locked  in  so  that 
substantial  changes  in  priorities  can  only  be  accomplished  over  a  longer 
period.  Second,  abrupt  changes  in  the  tax  code  or  in  entitlement  programs, 
in  particular,  are  disruptive.  A  multiyear  approach  allows  for  phasing  in 
changes.  Moreover,  focus  on  the  upcoming  budget  year  alone  is  an  open 
invitation  to  creative  accounting  and  fund-shifting.  Multiyear  targeting  is 
particularly  important  when  it  is  deficits  in  the  outyears  that  are  most 
troubling  from  an  economic  perspective—as  in  our  current  outlook. 

The  changes  that  have  been  implemented  under  the  Budget  Act 
underscore  its  flexibility.  In  response  to  serious  economic  and  budgetary 
problems,  the  Congress  has  been  able  to  modify  its  procedures.  These 
changes  have  strengthened  the  budget  process  and  have  permitted  the 
Congress  to  begin  to  address  the  serious  problem  of  reducing  the  deficit. 


PROVEN  CHANGES 

To  strengthen  the  process  further,  the  Congress  should  continue  the 
procedures  that  have  already  proved  effective  and  expand  upon  them.  The 
first  resolution  should  be  binding,  multiyear  goals  should  be  incorporated  in 
the  resolution,  reconciliation  should  be  made  a  part  of  the  first  resolution, 
and  the  resolution  should     be  formally  expanded  to  cover  credit.    These 
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procedures  are  possible  regardless  of  whether  the  Budget  Act  is  actually 
revised. 

Making  the  first  concurrent  resolution  binding  would  force  all  partici- 
pants to  deal  seriously  with  hard  budget  choices  at  an  early  point  in  the 
budget  cycle,  thereby  giving  subsequent  committee  actions  firm  guidance. 
Furthermore,  a  binding  first  resolution  would  eliminate  the  need  for  a 
second  resolution,  which  could  save  considerable  time  and  work.  Amend- 
ments to  the  resolution  would  be  possible  at  any  time,  but  should  be 
necessary  only  if  economic  conditions  change  significantly. 

The  current  practice  of  including  outyear  numbers  in  the  resolution 
should  be  strengthened  by  making  those  numbers  binding.  Making  outyear 
numbers  in  the  resolution  subject  to  a  point  of  order  would  be  taking  a  step 
toward  controlling  the  long-term  growth  of  the  budget.  In  addition,  a  fully 
considered  muitiyear  plan  would  enable  the  Congress  to  use  the  outyear 
estimates  provided  in  the  resolution  as  a  base  for  planning  the  next  year's 
budget.  The  Congressional  Budget  Office  (CBO)  could  develop  its  baseline 
estimates  using  the  second  year's  estimates  from  the  previous  year's 
resolution.  Changes  resulting  from  legislative  action  could  be  distinguished 
from  shifts  in  the  economy  to  highlight  the  Congress's  progress  toward  its 
targets. 
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Reconciliation  should  continue  to  be  part  of  the  first  resoiutioHy  but 
possibly  modified  to  allow  more  time  between  approval  of  the  reconcilation 
instructions  and  reporting  of  the  bills.  To  allow  adequate  deliberation  on 
proposed  changes,  either  a  fixed  time,  such  as  60  days  after  enactment,  or  a 
fixed  date  before  the  beginning  of  the  fiscal  year,  such  as  September  l^, 
might  be  appropriate. 

Similarly,  the  expansion  of  the  resolution  to  cover  federal  lending  and 
loan  guarantees—the  credit  budget— should  be  continued.  The  Appropria- 
tions Committees  should  be  encouraged  to  set  limits  on  credit  program 
levels  and  to  consider  potential  trade-offs  between  credit  and  direct 
spending.  Reconciliation  instructions  might  also  be  extended  to  cover  non- 
appropriated credit  programs.  The  off-budget  status  of  some  federal  credit 
activities  should  be  revised.  Specifically,  the  budget  authority  and  outlays 
for  the  lending  activity  of  the  off-budget  Federal  Financing  Bank  should  be 
included  in  the  unified  budget  in  the  accounts  of  the  agencies  originating  the 
loans. 
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ADDITIONAL  APPROACHES 

TO  STRENGTHENING  THE  PROCESS 

A  number  of  other  budget  procedures  should  be  considered  for 
Inclusion  in  the  budget  process.  First,  some  action  is  needed  to  ensure  that 
appropriations  bills  are  enacted  on  a  timely  basis  and  are  within  the  limits 
established  in  the  resolution.  Second,  tax  expenditures  ought  to  be  included 
within  the  coverage  of  the  budget  process.  Finally,  the  Congress  should 
seriously  consider  shifting  to  a  biennial  budget  as  a  means  of  solving  its  time 
and  workload  problems.  The  Congress  could  use  the  flexibility  in  the  Budget 
Act  to  test  these  procedures. 

Appropriations 

Over  the  past  few  years,  the  Congress  has  increasingly  relied  upon 
continuing  resolutions  to  fund  appropriated  activities.  Delays  in  the 
enactment  of  appropriations  bills  have  been  due  to  a  number  of  factors: 
policy  differences  between  the  House  and  the  Senate,  political  differences 
between  the  Congress  and  the  President,  appropriations  riders  (for  example, 
abortion  and  school  busing  amendments)  and  the  budget  process  itself. 

A  related  issued  facing  the  appropriations  process  has  been  the 
problem  of  determining  whether  each  bill  was  under  or  over  the  assumptions 
of  the  budget  resolution.    Under  the  Budget  Act,  only  the  aggregates  are 
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subject  to  a  point  of  order.  The  resolution  makes  an  allocation  among 
functions— between,  say,  guns  and  butter.  The  distribution  of  the  aggre- 
gates among  the  committees  of  legislative  jurisdiction— the  spending  com- 
mittees—is not  voted  upon,  but  is  specified  in  the  accompanying  report. 
Each  spending  committee  then  divides  its  allocation  among  subcommittees 
or  major  programs.  The  allocations  of  each  Appropriations  Committee  to 
its  subcommittees,  and  the  subsequent  reported  appropriations  bills,  may 
deviate  from  the  functional  totals  included  in  the  resolution,  thereby 
changing  the  resolution's  priorities  to  those  of  the  committee. 

Various  possible  changes  in  the  appropriations  process  might  ensure 
timely  enactment  and  compliance  with  the  resolution. 

Omnibus  Appropriation.  A  single  omnibus  appropriation  bill  could  be 
used.  Any  conflicts  with  the  budget  resolution  could  be  resolved  during 
consideration  of  the  bill.  A  possible  shortcoming  of  this  approach  is  that  if 
the  President  were  presented  an  omnibus  bill  with  which  he  disagreed,  his 
options  would  all  be  distasteful. 

Delayed  Enrollment.  A  second  option  would  be  to  retain  the  current 
process  of  considering  individual  bills  and  delaying  the  enrollment  of  those 
bills  that  exceed  either  the  committee  allocation  or  the  functional  alloca- 
tion. Bills  that  had  been  held  up  because  they  exceeded  the  resolution  or 
had  not  passed  both  Houses  by,  say,  September  15,  could  be  combined  into  a 
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single  omnibus  bill.  This  bill  would  then  be  offered  to  the  Congress  to  allow 
it  to  make  the  changes  needed  to  conform  appropriations  action  with  the 
resolution. 

Automatic  Continuing  Resolution.  A  third  alternative  would  be  to 
enact  a  permanent,  automatic  continuing  resolution  to  assure  continuing 
funding  of  federal  programs.  This  measure  would  automatically  extend  all 
appropriations  bills  pending  at  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year  at  the  previous 
year's  level  or  some  portion  thereof,  such  as  90  percent.  This  would 
eliminate  the  end-of-year  brinkmanship  to  approve  a  stop-gap  funding  bill,  a 
practice  that  appears  to  the  public  as  a  failure  of  governance. 

Binding  Spending  Committee  Allocations.  Finally,  the  allocations 
made  by  the  Appropriations  Committees  under  section  302b  of  the  Budget 
Act  could  be  made  binding.  In  order  to  ensure  that  the  functional  priorities 
of  the  budget  resolution  were  not  disregarded,  it  might  be  necessary  to 
require  that  the  allocations  be  voted  upon. 

Tax  Expenditures 

The  coverage  of  the  budget  process  should  also  be  expanded  to  cover 
tax  expenditures.  Tax  expenditures  are  special  provisions  of  the  tax  code 
designed  to  encourage  some  desired  activity  or  to  provide  aid  to  certain 
categories  of  taxpayers.   They  are  therefore  similar  to  spending  and  lending 
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programs,  and  have  become  one  of  the  major  ways  by  which  the  federal 
government  allocates  resources  and  affects  private  decisions. 

Nevertheless,  the  budget  process  does  not  control  tax  expenditures  in 
the  same  way  it  controls  direct  spending.  Although  the  CBO  and  commit- 
tees of  the  Congress  prepare  estimates  of  the  revenue  losses  that  result 
from  changes  in  the  tax  code,  budget  resolutions  do  not  include  ceilings  on 
the  total  of  tax  expenditures.  Nor  are  tax  expenditures  broken  down  into 
function-by-function  targets  and  then  crosswalked  to  committees  of  juris- 
diction. One  consequence  of  this  lack  of  control  is  rapid  growth.  From 
fiscal  years  1974  to  1981,  tax  expenditures  grew  by  179  percent,  compared 
with  a  growth  rate  of  145  percent  for  direct  spending  (outlays).  In  1974, 
there  were  71  tax  expenditures,  while  the  fiscal  year  1983  budget  includes 
104  items,  with  a  revenue  loss  exceeding  $273.1  billion. 

A  tax  incentive  can  be  an  efficient  method  of  allocating  resources. 
There  is  concern,  however,  that  because  of  their  separation  from  the  budget 
process,  tax  expenditures  have  been  used  too  often.  The  result  may  be  to 
narrow  the  tax  base  so  that  it  is  unable  to  perform  its  major  function  of 
raising  revenues.  The  large  number  of  tax  expenditures  has  resulted  in  a 
system  that  many  believe  is  inequitable  and  overly  complex.  Finally,  a 
strong  case  can  be  made  that  a  number  of  the  tax  expenditures  create 
serious  economic  distortions. 
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One  approach  to  increasing  budgetary  controi  of  tax  expenditures 
wouid  be  to  include  a  ceiling  on  tax  expenditures  in  the  aggregates  section 
of  the  budget  resolutions.  Any  ceiling  involves  measurement  problems,  but 
these  can  be  minimized  if  controls  are  focused  primarily  on  incremental 
changes  in  the  total. 

Setting  an  overall  ceiling  would  enable  the  Congress  to  reduce  the 
drain  of  tax  expenditures  on  the  revenue  base.  A  further  step  would  be  to 
incorporate  tax  expenditures  into  the  function-by-function  review  currently 
performed  on  spending  programs.  In  most  budget  functions,  there  are  tax 
expenditures  that  have  purposes  similar  to  spending  programs;  in  fact,  tax 
expenditures  actually  exceed  outlays  in  the  commerce  and  housing  credit 
and  in  the  general  purpose  fiscal  assistance  functions.  Part  of  the  coming 
effort  to  narrow  the  budget  gap  should  include  a  thorough  review  of  this 
overlap  among  spending  programs  and  tax  expenditures,  with  an  eye  to 
which  approaches  are  most  effective  or  least  costly.  This  could  perhaps  be 
best  done  by  allocating  tax  expenditures  jointly  to  the  tax  committees  and 
to  spending  committees  with  pertinent  jurisdictions.  A  committee's  actions 
on  tax  expenditures  could  be  credited  to  its  spending  allocations,  thereby 
encouraging  trade-offs  between  the  two. 

The  Congress  made  a  start  at  tax  expenditure  reform  this  summer 
when  it  passed  the  Tax  Equity  and  Fiscal  Responsiblity  Act.  This  legislation 
contained   13  provisions  that  reduced  tax  expenditures  and  only  2  that 
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increased  them,  resulting  in  a  net  revenue  gain  of  $31  billion  over  the  fiscal 
year  1983-1983  period. 

Biennial  Budgeting 

Shifting  to  a  binding  first  resolution  and  use  of  an  omnibus  appropria- 
tion would  help  reduce  the  current  overload  of  the  budget  process  on  the 
legislative  calendar.  A  more  drastic  change  would  be  to  adopt  a  biennial 
budget  process  extending  the  budget  to  two  years  and  reducing  the  steps  in 
the  budget  process  by  one-half.  This  would  also  reduce  the  legislative 
burden,  encourage  oversight,  and  enhance  the  quality  of  deliberation* 

The  first  session  of  each  term  could  be  used  for  the  enactment  of 
major  budgetary  decisions:  a  binding  resolution,  a  reconciliation  bill,  and 
tax  and  appropriations  actions.  (Adjustments  would  be  cohsidered  in  the 
second  session  only  if  the  economy  changed  or  other  unexpected  events 
occurred.)  The  second  session  would  be  devoted  to  oversight  and  considera- 
tion of  authorizations.  Additional  emphasis  on  oversight  is  needed  to  allow 
review  of  major  national  policy  issues  such  as  financing  Social  Security  and 
national  defense,  restructuring  energy  policy,  and  reconsidering  the  federal 
system.  Appropriations  and  authorizations  would  be  enacted  for  at  least  a 
two-year  period,  greatly  reducing  the  layers  of  consideration  now  required 
of  the  Congress. 

CONCLUSION 

In  short,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  budget  process  has  proved  to  be  very 
resilient  and  adaptable  to  change.  What  is  needed  now  is  continued  wise  use 
of  this  flexibility  to  bring  the  budget  back  into  control. 
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ECONOBflC  ASSUMPTIONS 

Chairman  Domenici.  I  did  not  get  a  chance  to  read  your  entire 
statement  but  I  commend  you  for  the  points  you  have  made.  I 
would  only  suggest  that  you  might  have  touched  too  lightly  on  the 
issue  of  economic  assumptions  in  that  you  touched  them  in  passing, 
in  speaking  on  a  2-year  cycle.  So  let  me  just  ask  you  a  couple  of 
questions  about  the  economic  assumptions  and  then  yield  to  the 
Senators  that  are  here. 

Currently,  we  end  up  with  three  or  four  sets  of  economic  assump- 
tions— the  President's,  the  House  Committee's,  the  Senate  Commit- 
tee's, the  CBO.  To  repeat  what  I  said  last  time,  many  assumed  that 
CBO's  assumptions  have  been  utilized  throughout  the  process,  and 
historically  that  is  not  true.  The  House  always  did  their  own;  used 
their  own  economist  and  made  their  own.  We  used  yours  most  of 
the  time.  Sometimes  we  developed  our  own,  sometimes  we  used  the 
White  House's.  It  has  been  recommended  that  maybe  there  would 
be  some  procedure  for  the  National  Government  arriving  at  the 
same  set  of  economic  assumptions,  if  for  no  other  reason  than  to 
add  some  semblance  of  continuity  to  what  has  happened  rather 
than  have  people  confused  as  to  whether  they  overspent  or  wheth- 
er the  assumptions  changed  the  budget. 

Could  you  give  us  your  views  on  that  approach? 

Dr.  RrvLiN.  First,  I  think  it  has  been  very  confusing  to  everybody 
to  have  multiple  sets  of  assumptions.  The  easiest  way  to  cut  back 
from  multiple  sets  to  two  would  be  for  the  whole  Congress  to  use 
the  CBO's  assumptions,  which  we,  have  suggested  before. 

Chairman  Domenici.  Then  we  can  have  the  President  do  that, 
too. 

COMMON  SET  OF  ASSUMPTIONS  WOULD  AID  BUDGET  PROCESS 

Dr.  RiVLiN.  That  is  fine.  He  is  welcome. 

There  is,  however,  a  serious  problem  of  what  you  do  about  a 
basic  fact — namely,  that  any  administration.  Republican  or  Demo- 
crat, is  going  to  have  to  be  optimistic  about  the  outcomes  of  its  pro- 
grams and  is  going  to  be  very  tempted  to  choose  the  optimistic  end 
of  the  range  of  uncertainty,  and  there  is  always  a  large  range  of 
uncertainty.  The  Congress  does  not  have  to  do  that  and  the  CBO 
has  generally  been  somewhat  less  optimistic  than  any  administra- 
tion. We  have  taken  what  we  viewed  as  the  midpoint  of  the  range 
of  uncertainty.  I  think  the  Congress,  to  be  prudent,  should  take 
either  the  midpoint  or  perhaps  a  point  even  toward  the  pessimistic 
end  of  the  range  to  allow  for  things  not  going  as  well  as  might 
have  been  hoped.  A  prudent  budgeter  would  do  that 

It  would  be  extremely  useful  if  both  the  administration's  budget 
and  the  various  congressional  resolutions  and  actions  could  all 
come  off  of  the  same  basic  set  of  assumptions,  but  that  would  in- 
volve a  choice  of  the  assumptions  to  be  used  or  some  mechanism 
for  getting  a  common  set.  I  do  not  think  that  a  compromise  in  the 
sense  of  a  negotiation  between  the  CBO  and  the  OMB  would  be 
very  useful.  It  would  end  up  with  a  good  deal  of  gaming,  and  a 
compromise  between  a  nonpartisan  set  of  assumptions  and  a  parti- 
san set  of  assumptions  is  still  a  partisan  set  of  assumptions. 
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As  you  know,  we  had  some  discussion  with  0MB  last  fall  about 
whether  it  would  be  a  good  idea  to  arrive  at  a  common  set  of  as- 
siunptions  and  whether  it  would  be  feasible.  Mr.  Stockman  and  I 
both  thought  it  would  be  a  good  ide€^  but  it  was  not  feasible.  You 
and  Senator  Rollings  had  strong  views  about  our  even  discussing 
this  subject;  you  thought  it  was  something  that  I  probablv  should 
not  have  even  been  involved  in  meeting  about.  I  still  think  that  it 
is  worth  tcdking  about;  that  the  budget  process  would  be  greatly 
aided  if  there  were  some  common  baseline  to  start  from.  Then 
those  whose  economic  views  differed  could  still  say  so,  but  at  lesust 
we  would  all  be  working  off  the  same  basic  set  of  niunbers. 

SAME  ECONOMIC  ASSUMPTIONS  MAY  BE  USED 

Chairman  Domenici.  Well,  I  would  just  follow  up  with  one  addi- 
tional question. 

It  does  seem  to  me  that  it  would  be  optimum  if  we  could  all  have 
the  same  numbers  €dter  debate  and  discussion,  but  it  does  seem  to 
me  that  in  speaking  of  the  Budget  Act  that  maybe  a  process  ought 
to  evolve  wherein  at  least  the  U.S.  House  and  the  U.S.  Senate,  for 
purposes  of  their  resolution,  used  the  same  ones. 

Et.  Rivlin.  I  would  be  for  that. 

Chairman  Domenici.  You  know  we  have  gone  throuc^h  some  con- 
ferences, and  very  few  people  understood  the  finishedf  product  be- 
cause we  had  different  economic  assumptions  at  the  start  and, 
therefore,  the  niunbers  are  dramatically  different,  not  by  way  of 
programs  but  by  way  of  the  effect  of  the  assumptions. 

I  do  not  know  that  that  would  be  too  difficult  to  implement.  It 
might  just  be  a  procedure  wherein  there  would  be  an  up-front 
meeting,  in  which  the  two  Budget  Committees  or  whomever  would 
arrive  at  them  and  they  would  then  be  put  in  the  resolution  and 
everything  extracted  from  that. 

Do  you  see  a  procedure  as  something  that  would  evolve  or  could 
evolve,  or  would  we  have  to  change  the  law? 

Dr.  Rivun.  No.  You  would  not  have  to  change  the  law.  That  is 
easy.  You  can  use  any  economic  assiunptions  you  want  to  and  you 
can  agree  to  use  the  same  ones. 

Chairman  Domenici.  Senator  Gorton? 

Senator  Gorton.  Before  I  ask  any  questions,  Ms.  Rivlin,  I  should 
like  to  thank  you  for  the  education  I  have  received,  partly  at  your 
hands,  during  the  course  of  the  last  2  years  and  to  express  my 
regret  that  you  have  decided  to  make  a  career  chaise  come  Janu- 
ary. I  have  greatly  appreciated  what  you  and  your  ofnce  have  done 
for  us  and  for  me  during  this  period  of  time,  and  I  can  say  that  I 
am  going  to  miss  you. 

Dr.  Rivlin.  Thwk  you  very  much. 

SINGLE  BUDGET  RESOLUTION  MOST  FUNDAMENTAL 

Senator  Gorton.  Of  the  suggestions  which  you  have  made,  would 
it  be  accurate  to  say  that  the  first  and  most  fundamental  of  them, 
the  one  on  which  there  is  the  greatest  degree  of  unanimity,  is  that 
we  should  do  in  theory  and  in  law  what  we  have  done  in  fact  this 
year  and  go  to  a  single  budget  resolution  rather  than  a  two-budget 
resolution  process  with  some  kind  of  enforcement,  whether  it  is 


Digitized  by 


Google 


135 

reconciliation  or  otherwise,  at  the  beginning  of  the  first  budget  res- 
olution? 

Dr.  RivuN.  I  think  so.  I  think  that  has  been  generally  agreed  to 
or  been  the  experience. 

Senator  Gorton.  I  think  that  probably  it  is  practically  unani- 
mously agreed  to.  It  is  so  obviously  important  that  we  may  have 
distorted  the  laws  this  year  in  order  to  reach  what  was  obviously  a 
necessary  conclusion. 

Chairman  DoBiENici.  Senator,  would  you  yield? 

Would  you  not  consider  adding  to  that  as  the  most  paramount 
and  obvious  recommendation  that,  to  the  extent  possible,  it  be  mul- 
tiyear  in  nature  and  that  reconciliation  maintain  its  multiyear  di- 
mensions? 

SERIOUS  RESERVATIONS  ABOUT  2-YEAR  BUDGET  CYCLE 

Senator  Gorton.  Yes,  I  would,  and  I  would  assume  Dr.  Rivlin 
would  agree  with  that  proposition. 

Dr.  RivuN.  And  I  would  agree  with  that,  too. 

Senator  Gorton.  I  make  that  initial  comment  because,  with  all 
respect  to  my  colleague,  Senator  Quayle,  I  have  serious  reserva- 
tions about  a  2-year  budget  cycle.  I  started  in  a  State  legislature, 
State  house  of  representatives  in  1959,  and  went  through  five 
terms.  We  had,  during  that  entire  period  of  time,  a  biennial 
budget.  Every  progressive,  every  academic,  everyone  dissatisfied 
with  the  system,  said  that  the  fundamental  flaw  with  the  system 
was  that  we  could  not  appropriately  do  a  2-year  budget.  We  did  not 
know  enough.  We  were  guessing  wildly  about  what  would  happen 
in  the  second  year  as  much  as  we  were  about  the  first  year,  and 
the  grass  was  much  greener  if  we  dealt  with  an  annual  budget. 

I  must  say  I  had  some  reservations  about  that  as  a  solution. 

But  I  ask  you,  if  we  in  fact  had  worked  in  that  fashion  during 
the  course  of  this  Congress,  where  would  we  be?  We  would  have 
passed  a  first  budget  resolution  sometime  in  May  or  June  of  1981. 
Lord  knows  the  assumptions  that  we  are  working  under  right  now 
are  bad  enough,  but  could  you  cast  back  and  tell  us  where  we 
would  be  right  now  if  we  had  accepted  as  our  pattern  for  these  2 
years  the  first  budget  resolution  assiunptions  in  1981?  Afy  memory 
shows  me,  did  we  not  show  about  a  $40  or  $50  million  dencit,  some- 
thing of  that  sort?  Would  we  not  be  so  badly  off  that  we  would 
have  been  in  the  process  of  amending  that  budget  resolution. 

TWO-YEAR  APPROPRIATIONS  IMPORTANT 

Dr.  RivuN.  Probably  so,  and  I  think  there  would  have  been  times 
you  would  have  to  amend  it.  However,  you  would  have  had  2-year 
appropriations  which,  for  most  purposes,  could  have  been  left  in 
place.  You  would  have  had  to  reconsider  the  tax  side,  and  you 
probably  would  have  had  to  make  additional  changes  on  the  spend- 
m^  side  as  well.  But  you  would  have  gotten  most  of  the  routine 
things  out  of  the  way  for  2  years  so  mat  you  could  concentrate 
more  energy  with  less  difficulty  on  changes  in  the  mcgor  pieces 
when  it  became  evident. 

There  is  also  the  hope  that,  if  you  were  budgeting  for  2  yearns, 
you  would  have  taken  a  more  serious  look  at  the  economic  assump- 
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tions  so  that  the  over  optimism  of  the  first  year  might  not  have 
happened.  I  am  not  sure  that  is  right. 

Senator  Gorton.  That  is  the  trouble  with  hope  over  experience. 

Dr.  RrvLiN.  Yes,  possibly  so.  But,. in  any  case,  you  are  quite  right 
that  there  is  no  way  that  you  could  prohibit  chaiige  in  response  to 
changed  economic  conditions.  And  we  have  had  changed  economic 
conditions.  We  have  had  much  slower  growth  in  the  economy  than 
anybody  predicted  2  years  ago. 

Senator  Gorton.  But  you  are  using  the  very  imprecise  term 
"you".  Who  would  have  had  less  time  under  the  present  set  of  cir- 
cumstances or  more?  Maybe  the  Appropriations  Committee  would 
have  spent  a  little  less  time  on  direct  appropriations.  Perhaps  that 
is  dubious. 

This  committee  would  not  have  spent  any  less  time  under  those 
circimistances  nor  would  we  have  had  any  less  time  on  the  floor  of 
the  Senate  with  budget  resolution  if  we  had  to  amend  them. 

Dr.  RivuN.  Not  with  the  budget.  I  really  think  the  important 
thing  is  the  2-year  appropriations.  I  think  you  do  not  have  to  go 
through  the  appropriations  process  for  most  of  the  regular  ongoing 
activities  of  the  U.S.  Government  every  year.  But  in  times  of  eco- 
nomic change,  you  are  quite  right,  there  is  no  easy  way  to  be  on  a 
Budget  Oommittee,  and  it  probably  would  not  have  saved  Budget 
Committee  time,  much. 

Senator  Gorton.  I  will  defer  to  Senator  Quayle.  I  rather  suspect 
that  he  wants  to  followup  on  the  same  subject. 

Senator  Quayle.  First  of  all,  I  would  like  to  agree  with  Senator 
Gorton  and  express  my  appreciation  for  all  the  help,  cooperation, 
and  education  of  myself  and  others  you  have  provided  as  Director 
ofCBO. 

Dr.  RivuN.  Thank  you. 

SECOND  budget  RESOLUTION  WORTHLESS 

Senator  Quayle.  You  will  be  missed.  And  that  is  about  all  I  can 
agree  about  with  Senator  Gorton.  Ye  of  little  faith,  the  grass  is 
greener  on  the  other  side. 

But  let  us  see,  I  have  been  here  6  years  now.  I  was  elected  to 
Congress  in  1976.  You  are  now  saying  that  if  we  have  a  single 
budget  resolution  it  would  be  a  positive  step  forward.  That  is  the 
way  it  has  always  been.  We  have  always  had  a  second  budget  reso- 
lution, but  the  second  budget  resolution  is  about  as  worOiless  as 
the  paper  it  is  written  on.  It  has  never  meant  anjrthing.  This  year, 
we  included  it  in  the  first  budget  resolution. 

I  commend  my  chairman  for  getting  into  this  issue,  because 
people  of  lesser  intestinal  fortitude  would  be  less  likely  to  tread 
these  waters  in  the  budget  process.  Yet  the  chairman  is  willing  to 
sit  down,  and  have  a  discussion. 

Senator  Gorton.  Does  that  imply  that  he  walks  on  water? 

Senator  Quayle.  Some  reporters  have  reported  that  Some  anon- 
ymous people,  staff,  maybe  some  of  your  staff,  too. 

But  the  point  is,  Slade,  the  process  that  we  have  now  is  not 
working;  sl^  is  broken.  She  has  to  be  fixed.  We  go  from  one  year  to 
the  nesA  on  a  continuing  resolution.  The  House  has  passed  only  one 
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appropriations  bill.  We  are  going  to  get  into  another  continuing 
resolution  and  come  back  and  march  on  it. 

This  Congress  has  been  successful  in  getting  a  hold  on  budgetary 
matters,  and  if  it  had  not  been  for  Pete  Domenici  and  others,  we 
would  not  have  done  that. 

BIENNIAL  PROCESS  WILL  ALLOW  2-YEAR  APPROPRIATION  CYCLE  PLUS 

OVERSIGHT 

The  authorizing  committees  have  not  done  a  dam  thing.  What 
have  the  authorizing  committees  done?  We  are  in  conference  right 
now,  on  a  job  training  bill.  Hopefully,  we  will  be  able  to  get  that 
out.  The  authorizations  committees  are  not  giving  their  bills  any 
time.  They  are  so  beholden  to  budget  resolutions  that  the  process 
has  become  cluttered.  What  the  biennial  budget  process  will  do  is 
allow  for  a  2-year  appropriation  cycle  plus  oversight. 

Now,  everyone  has  said  that  we  need  oversight.  We  are  not  going 
to  have  many  new  programs;  we  will  be  more  concerned  with  re- 
forming Government  rather  than  to  expanding  it.  I  do  not  see  that 
there  is  any  other  way.  I  do  not  think  there  is  any  other  way  to 
really  to  provide  for  oversight,  than  to  go  to  the  biennial  budget. 

In  the  second  year,  or  the  second  session  of  Congress,  we  will 
have  the  second  budget  resolution,  at  least  under  my  proposal.  In 
the  second  resolution,  we  will  be  able  to  come  back  and  correct  the 
economic  assiunptions  in  the  budget  as  we  laid  down,  which  is  cer- 
tainly proper.  So  I  hope  that  Dr.  Rivlin  might  be  able  to  educate  us 
a  little  bit  more  before  she  leaves  on  the  merits  of  the  biennial 
budget,  because  I  really  do  believe  that  it  is  important.  Would  you 
not  agree?  I  will  defer  to  you. 

Dr.  RivuN.  I  think  I  said  it  is  worth  very  serious  consideration. 

Senator  Quayle.  Do  you  not  want  to  go  further  and  discuss  all 
the  illuminating  facts  of  the  biennial  proposal  that  m3rself  and  Sen- 
ator Ford  have  put  forward,  in  which  we  will  have  the  opportunity 
tomorrow  or  the  next  day,  Thursday,  to  testify  before  this  commit- 
tee where  Senator  Gorton  will  be  here  to  question  us?  I  already 
know  he  is  going  to  question  us  on  this,  but  I  would  like  to  have  a 
little  education  first.  You  are  about  ready  to  leave.  You  can  be 
more  objective  and  straightforward  than  you  have  been  in  the  past. 
Go  ahead  and  let  him  have  it. 

REVAMP  COBifMITTEE  STRUCTURE 

Dr.  RivuN.  I  do  not  want  to  take  a  position  on  a  pcuticular  bill. 

I  do  think  that,  in  the  interest  of  survival,  the  Congress  has  to  do 
something  to  cut  its  own  workload  The  biennial  budget  is  one 
m^'or  possibility.  Revamping  committee  structure,  as  one  witness 
was  brave  enough  to  suggest  earlier  in  the  week,  is  another  possi- 
bility. It  is  not  one  that  I  think  you  should  address  right  now,  but 
there  may  come  a  time  when  the  structure  of  authorizations,  ap- 
propriations, and  Budget  Committees  may  seem  too  cumbersome, 
and  when  you  should  consider  having  a  Budget  Committee  and  a 
set  of  program  committees  whose  functions  would  be  both  to  au- 
thorize and  to  appropriate  in  their  respective  areas. 
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Senator  Gorton.  To  followup  on  that  a  little,  this  was  one  of  the 
things  that  we  discussed  last  week,  that  three  functions  or  maybe 
four  is  at  least  one  too  many. 

Are  you  sa3ring  that  in  theory,  and  recognizing  that  it  is  not 
going  to  happen  in  the  inmiediate  future,  substantive  committees, 
say  a  Commerce  Committee,  should  have,  subject  to  a  strong 
Budget  Act,  a  limitation  in  a  budget  dociunent  as  to  how  much 
money  it  can  spend  on  its  programs,  both  the  authorizing  and  ap- 
propriating authority?  Would  your  ultimate  authority  be  to  abolii^ 
the  Appropriations  Committee  then? 

Dr.  RivuN.  I  would  not  put  it  that  way.  I  would  put  it  in  terms 
of  combining  functions. 

But  I  think  that  the  structure  that  would  make  sense,  both  in 
the  Congress  and  in  the  executive  branch,  is  a  set  of  committees, 
one  for  each  major  function  of  the  Government,  whose  job  is  to 
decide  what  that  function  ought  to  be  and  how  much  money  should 
be  spent  for  it.  Then  you  need  a  place  to  put  it  all  together,  which 
is  the  Budget  Committee.  In  the  executive  branch,  it  is  OMB.  The 
Budget  Committee  would  look  at  the  tradeoffs,  and  bring  both  the 
tax  and  the  spending  side  together  and  formulate  a  set  of  priorities 
to  bring  to  the  floor.  It  seems  to  me  that  that  would  fill  the  bill. 
You  do  not  need  two  sets  of  specialized  committees  working  on  De- 
fense or  Commerce  or  whatever. 

DIFFERENT  APPROACHES  TO  BIENNIAL  PROCESS 

Senator  Quayle.  I  think  in  the  statement  when  you  were  talking 
about  the  biennial  process,  you  said  budget  and  oversight  would  be 
in  the  first  and 

Dr.  RivuN.  That  is  one  way  of  doing  it.  That  gets  away  from  this 
change  in  the  committee  structure.  Assuming  the  present  commit- 
tee structure,  you  could  do  the  budget  resolution  and  all  of  the 
spending  and  tax  bills  on  the  current  schedule  in  the  first  session, 
with  the  budget  years  starting  in  the  first  month  of  Hie  second  ses- 
sion, January,  for  2  years.  That  is  not  the  way  your  bill  is  written 
as  you  know.  But  I  think  that  is  a  possibility. 

Senator  Quayle.  Yes.  One  of  the  mcgor  (tifferences  would  also  be 
that  you  have  appropriations  in  the  first  session  rather  than  the 
second  session.  The  reason  we  put  it  in  the  second  session  was  to 
give  time  for  the  authorization  committees  to  exercise  oversight 
and  report  to  the  appropriation  committees  so  they  would  have  as 
much  time  as  possible  before  they  would  make  their  determination 
on  a  2-year  appropriation.  We  felt  that  was  very  important.  But 
yours  is  in  the  first  session. 

I  wonder  why  you  argue  for  the  first  session  rather  than  the 
second  session. 

Dr.  RivuN.  Well,  I  think  there  are  two  possible  approaches  to  it 
The  approach  taken  in  your  bill  would  preserve  the  iterative  proc- 
ess in  the  budget  process.  First,  you  would  set  targets.  Then,  you 
would  work  very  hard  on  the  in^vidual  pieces  and,  in  your  struc- 
ture, you  would  have  more  time  to  do  that.  At  the  end,  you  would 
put  it  aU  together.  If  you  stretch  that  over  a  2-year  period,  it  be- 
comes more  feasible  than  doing  it  aU  in  1  year. 
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Another  approach  would  be  to  say,  OK,  we  take  the  Congress 
and  sort  of  divide  it  in  half  and  we  spend  1  year  doing  budget  ap- 
propriations, and  tax  work  for  a  2-year  period.  Then  we  spend  the 
other  year  on  oversight  and  everything  else  that  the  Congress  is 
supposed  to  be  concerned  with.  It  seems  to  me  that  changing  the 
authorizations  belongs  logically  in  that  year  if  that  is  the  basic  ap- 
proach. It  is  two  different  approaches. 

Chcdrman  Domenici.  Would  the  Senator  yield  on  that? 

I  have  a  much  more  practical  approach  to  it.  I  will  tell  you  how  I 
see  it. 

If  you  appropriate  in  one  year,  one  part  of  my  judgment  tells  me 
you  ought  to  do  that  as  far  away  in  time  from  the  elections  as  pos- 
sible because  the  propensity  to  overspend  is  great — or  the  lack  of 
desire  to  cut  is  inversely  proportionate  there.  So  you  ought  to  do 
that  early.  So  it  is  as  far  away  from  the  election  as  possible. 

On  the  one  hand,  that  argues  for  her  notion — appropriate  in  the 
first  year.  Your  excellent  idea  that  we  need  oversight  says,  there- 
fore, do  that  in  the  second  year. 

NO  PERFECT  WAY  THAT  CONGRESS  WILL  WORK  FFS  OWN  WILL 

Now,  I  am  torn  because  my  judgment,  after  10  years,  tells  me 
that  if  you  are  going  to  have  oversight  in  the  second  year,  the  year 
that  the  House  gets  elected,  you  will  not  have  oversight  because 
nobody  will  stav  here  to  work  on  oversight.  Unless  you  are  pushed 
to  have  oversight,  you  do  not  have  oversight,  and  if  you  put  that  in 
the  second  year,  you  will  find  the  recesses  grow  in  numbers  and 
size  and  length,  and  authorizations  and  oversight-type  activity  will 
really  fizzle.  So  I  really  think.  Senator,  and  we  will  ask  you  more 
about  it  when  you  testify,  that  there  is  any  procedure  that  is  going 
to  make  Congress  do  what  it  ought  to  do.  I  think  that  is  a  question 
for  Congress— the  authorizing  committees  deciding  that  they  want 
to  take  back  some  authority  around  here  and  get  on  with  doing 
their  job. 

Of  course,  we  had  an  omnibus  reconciliation  bill  the  first  year  of 
this  President,  and  that  did  force  him  to  do  some  work  and,  in  a 
sense,  it  was  categorized  by  some  as  taking  up  all  their  time.  But  I 
think  even  though  there  were  views  on  the  short  period  of  time, 
there  was  more  oversight  done  under  that  omnibus  reconciliation 
than  probably  in  8  or  10  years.  I  am  not  sure  it  was  done  in  a  way 
that  they  wanted  to  do  it,  but  that  bill  forced  authorization 
changes.  So  it  does  not  seem  to  me  that  there  is  any  perfect  way,  in 
that  Congress  will  work  its  own  will,  regardless  of  what  you  put 
down  in  the  law. 

Senator  Quayle.  There  is  obviously  no  perfect  way,  and  the  polit- 
ical will  is  something  that  the  Congress  has  a  way  of  exerting.  Con- 
gress might  get  around  a  bienni^  budget  as  it  does  an  annual 
budget.  'Die  only  thing  I  am  saying  is  we  ought  to  have  a  timetable 
and  calendar  by  which  people  could  try  to  abide.  Why  not  get  into 
a  real  discussion  of  what  might  be  a  more  practical,  feasible  way  to 
have  a  budget  process,  which  I  want  to  see  strengthened? 

There  are  other  people  around,  as  you  well  know,  to  say  "what 
the  heck,  we  do  not  like  the  Budget  Committee  or  the  process 
itself."  I  am  not  in  that  category. 
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Chairman  Domenici.  Well,  Senator,  you  sit  on  a  committee  that 
has  all  the  labor  law,  ocean,  and  education  authorization  biU,  both 
higher  education  and  secondary  and  primary,  student  aid  and 
CFTA.  Do  you  resdly  think  that  the  lack  of  si^uficant  substantive 
change  in  those  fields  this  year  is  because  the  committee  did  not 
have  enough  time  because  this  process  cut  it  short? 

PRESENT  SYSTEM  DOES  NOT  EMPHASIZE  OVERSIGHT  RESPONSIBILITIES 

Senator  Quayle.  I  do  not  really  know  if  I  have  a  direct  answer  to 
that,  and  I  would  hate  to  say  automatically  that  we  would  have 
done  more  in  oversight  had  we  had  more  time. 

What  I  would  say  is  that  the  system  that  we  have  right  now  cer- 
tainly does  not  emphasize  or  highlight  or  extend  the  oversight  re- 
sponsibilities I  think  this  Congress  ought  to  have.  Now,  tiie  recon- 
ciliation bill  accomplished  a  lot;  it  was  probably  the  most  signifi- 
cant bill  ever  passed  by  Congress  in  its  entire  history.  But  I  am  not 
sure  that  having  that  kind  of  a  process  or  procedure  year  in  and 
year  out  is  really  worthwhile  if,  in  fact,  you  want  the  authorizing 
committees  to  do  their  work.  I  feel  and  they  feel  that  tliey  have 
been  curtailed. 

Now,  I  cannot  tell  you  how  much  oversight  would  have  been  ac- 
complished. But  I  do  believe  that  the  process  would  have  been  far 
more  accommodating  to  oversight  with  the  process  I  am  talking 
about,  than  what  we  have  right  now. 

Chairman  Domenici.  I  will  ask  you  one  last  question  just  by  way 
of  dialog  with  you. 

How  many  authorizing  committee  chairmen  do  you  think  have 
asked  their  staff  to  finof  out  how  many  authorizing  laws  in  this 
land  are  going  to  be  changed  in  the  appropriations  bill  that  is 
coming  up  next  week? 

Senator  Quayle.  How  many  authorizing  bills  have  we  changed? 
Probably  a  lot  are  going  to  be  changed. 

Chairman  Domenici.  Do  you  thuik  the  authorizing  committees 
are  concerned  about  that? 

Senator  Quayle.  They  might  be.  I  am  not  a  chairman  of  one 
but 

Chcdrman  Domenici.  I  am  accumulating  a  list.  I  do  not  know  for 
what  purpose.  It  is  not  the  Budget  Committee  chairman's  responsi- 
bility, but  I  would  make  a  guess  that  15  substantive  laws  of  the 
land,  at  a  minimum,  will  be  changed  in  that  authorizing  bill.  I  note 
that  they  have  106-foot  trucks 

Senator  Quayle.  In  the  appropriation. 

Chairman  Domenici.  Yes.  And  it  would  seem  to  me  that  unless 
committees  desire  to  go  down  there  and  say,  ''That  is  our  jurisdic- 
tion, get  it  out  of  that  bill,"  anv  process  that  you  recommend  is 
going  to  be  rather  futile  around  here.  There  are  many  more  exam- 
ples, but  that  one  comes  to  my  mind. 

Senator  Quayle.  I  do  not  subscribe  to  changing  the  Appropri- 
ations Committee  into  the  authorizing  and  Appropriations  Commit- 
tee. Dr.  Rivlin  is  suggesting  it  in  a  dinerent  context 

Senator  Gorton.  Quite  a  different  context 

Senator  Quayle.  Quite  a  different  context,  but  what  Pete  is 
saying  is  what  she  is  saying,  having  the  authorizing  and  Appropri- 
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ations  Clommittees  be  the  same.  He  is  saying,  that  with  the  lack  of 
authorization  and  lack  of  oversight,  the  Appropriations  C!ommittees 
are  making  substantive  changes  to  laws,  much  to  the  chagrin  of 
our  authorizing  chairmen. 

Chairman  Domenici.  I  did  not  mean  to  interrupt,  Senator.  I  am 
sorry. 

BALANCING  OF  IMPOUNDMENTS  AND  DEFERRALS 

Senator  Quayle.  I  have  just  one  other  question  on  a  different 
subject,  but  it  does  go  to  the  Budget  Impoundment  and  C!ontrol 
Act. 

What  is  your  thought  now  as  to  the  bcdance  with  the  executive 
and  the  legislative  branch,  particularly  with  respect  to  the  im- 
poimdment  and  deferred  decisions?  Do  you  feel  that  it  is  about 
where  it  should  be,  or  do  you  think  that  we  might  want  to 
strengthen  the  executive  hand  on  making  the  decisions  an  defer- 
rals? Do  you  have  any  thoughts  on  that? 

Dr.  RivuN.  I  really  do  not  have  a  view  on  that.  CBO  has  not 
been  intimately  concerned — fortunately,  I  think — with  impound- 
ments and  deferrals.  That  is  something  on  which  I  recdly  have  not 
formulated  a  strong  view. 

TWO-YEAR  CYCLE  WOULD  REQUIRE  SIMPLE  CHANGES 

Senator  Quayle.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Chairman  Domenici.  Thank  you.  Senator. 

Dr.  Rivlin,  I  think  there  is  a  need  to  unclutter,  if  we  can.  I  think 
frequently  we,  in  an  effort  to  unclutter  the  processes  around  here, 
we  tend  to  want  to  overhaul  eveirthing. 

I  have  a  notion  that  we  could  move  incrementally  toward  a  2- 
year  cycle  by  some  very  simple  changes.  I  do  not  even  think  they 
would  require  statutory  changes. 

First,  identify  authorizing  legislation  that  has  been  historically  1 
year  and  suggest  that  it  be  2-year  authorizations,  and  then,  second, 
pick  out  appropriations,  those  accounts  in  the  appropriations  proc- 
ess that  change  very  little  from  year  to  year  and  leave  those  more 
controversi€d  and  volatile  ones  on  a  1-year  cycle  and  proceed  with 
some  understanding  that  you  would  do  the  others  on  a  2-year  cycle. 

I  think  if  somebody  did  that  exercise,  they  would  find,  my  guess 
would  be,  60  to  70  percent  of  the  appropriated  accounts  could  be 
out  from  under  the  annual  scrutiny  and  annu€d  passage,  and  the 
concern  that  if  you  do  not  get  them  done,  this  part  of  Government 
closes  down  or  that  part  of  the  Government  grant  program  does 
not  get  ^nded. 

Do  you  have  any  thoughts  about  that? 

Dr.  Rivlin.  I  think  that  is  a  very  sensible  way  to  proceed  and, 
indeed,  in  some  previous  testimony  had  suggested  something  like 
that. 

The  next  step,  I  think,  would  be  for  somebody  actu€dly  to  do  it — 
to  sit  down  and  go  through  the  budget  and  figure  out  if  there  are, 
as  you  suggest,  a  substanticd  number  that  could  easily  be  done  on  a 
2-year  basis. 

Chairman  Domenicl  Any  further  questions,  Senator  Gorton? 

Senator  Gorton.  No. 
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Chairman  Domenici.  Thank  you  very  much,  Dr.  Rivlin. 

Dr.  RivuN.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Chairman  Domenici.  I  am  pleased  to  welcome  as  our  second  wit- 
ness this  morning  Mr.  Charles  Bowsher,  Comptroller  Genercd  of 
the  United  States  and  head  of  the  General  Accounting  Office.  He 
was  appointed  last  year.  This  is  his  first  appearance  before  our 
committee  and  we  look  forward  to  hearing  his  comments  on  the 
process  and  will  enjoy  his  perspectives. 

Do  you  have  some  people  with  you  that  you  want  to  identify,  Mr. 
Bowsher? 

STATEMENT  OF  CHARLES  A.  BOWSHER,  COMPTROLLER  GENER- 
AL OF  THE  UNITED  STATES,  ACCOMPANIED  BY  ARTHUR  J.  COR- 
AZZINI  AND  KENNETH  HUNTER 

Mr.  Bowsher.  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  Arthur  Corazzini  here 
on  my  left  and  Kenneth  Hunter  on  my  right.  They  are  both  from 
the  Gfeneral  Accounting  Office. 

Chairman  Domenici.  They  all  want  to  give  testimony? 

Mr.  Bowsher.  No.  I  am  just  going  to  give  it. 

Chairman  Domenici.  Mr.  Bowsher,  you  may  proceed. 

Mr.  Bowsher.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  mem- 
bers of  the  committee. 

I  am  very  pleased  to  appear  before  you  today  to  discuss  improve- 
ments in  the  Congressional  Budget  and  Impoundment  Control  Act. 
I  have  a  rather  lengthy  formal  statement  which  I  ask  that  you  in- 
clude in  the  record.^  In  lieu  of  reading  that  statement,  I  would  just 
like  to  make  a  few  brief  remarks  about  some  of  the  main  points. 

I  have  €dways  viewed  improvement  of  the  governmental  policy 
and  management  functions  to  be  a  continuous  process  of  reform 
and  change;  we  learn  new  and  better  ways  of  doing  our  jobs  every 
day  and  need  to  share  our  ideas  so  all  of  us  may  benefit.  Hearings 
such  as  this  are  important  to  this  exchange  of  ideas  and  experi- 
ences. I  have  been  greatly  encouraged  by  the  scope  and  depth  of 
the  Congress  current  concern  for  administrative  reform.  Your  com- 
mittee is  addressing  one  of  these  verv  important  reforms — one  that 
affects  every  citizen — the  processes  by  which  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment sets  national  budget  priorities. 

The  current  Budget  Act,  by  providing  an  operationcd  umbrella 
over  the  other  policymaking  processes  of  the  Congress— 4)udget  and 
fiscal  policymaking,  authorization — appropriations,  and  revenue 
raising  was  designed  to  create  a  framework  within  which  the  Con- 
gress could  set  nation€d  budget  priorities  and  establish  levels  of 
Federal  revenues  and  expenditures. 

However,  implementation  of  this  act  has  most  recently  been 
beset  with  difficulties,  including  severe  timing  problems,  repetition 
and  duplication  in  the  process,  and  increased  use  of  continuing  res- 
olutions. The  budget  has  become  so  all  consuming  that  little  time  is 
left  for  other  l^islative  matters  and  delays  in  funding  decisions 
have  increased  despite  extraordincury  efforts  of  Members  of  Con- 
gress. Those  delays  have  an  efiect  on  both  financial  markets  and 
the  effective  and  efficient  operation  of  Grovemment  agencies  and 
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programs.  I  share  your  view  that  the  Clongress  must  solve  these 
problems,  and  must  solve  them  soon. 

BALANCE  NEEDED  IN  BUDGEF  PROCESS  AMONG  STABIUTY,  CONTROL  AND 

FLEXraniTY 

C!ongress  is  faced  with  conflicting  budgetary  pressures  which 
have  been  accentuated  by  the  budget  process  and  its  evolving  prob- 
lems. It  is  desirable  to  have  more  stability  in  Government  pro- 
grams and  funding,  especially  where  States  and  localities  are  con- 
cerned. It  is  also  desirable  to  have  greater  control  over  expendi- 
tures, revenues  and  the  deficit.  However,  at  the  same  time,  it  is  de- 
sirable to  retain  flexibility  to  respond  to  unexpected  conditions, 
changes  in  the  economy,  or  changing  priorities.  In  addition,  sim- 
plicity in  the  budget  process  is  necessary  so  that  it  can  work  and 
not  be  an  all-encompassing  endeavor  for  the  Congress.  It  must  also 
allow  sufficient  time  for  oversight  and  other  necessary  duties.  Obvi- 
ously, a  balance  among  these  conflicting  pressures  is  the  only  prac- 
tical solution.  In  this  testimony,  I  will  discuss  the  various  budget 
process  problems  and  reforms  being  considered  in  the  context  of 
stability,  control,  or  flexibility,  as  appropriate.  I  believe  that  Con- 
gress, in  considering  the  overcdl  scope  and  impact  of  its  budget 
process,  will  decide  to  take  steps  which  will  acnieve  the  delicate 
balance  needed  for  success. 

STABHITY 

I  think  it  is  essential  that  we  bring  much  greater  stability  to  our 
Government's  activities  and  thus  to  our  economy.  Accomplishing 
this  task  will  require  that  we  not  only  strengthen  the  basic  frame- 
work for  congression€d  decisionmaking  but  also  that  we  greatly  im- 
prove the  Feder€d  Government's  financial  management  system  at 
€dl  levels.  Such  steps  would  also  ultimately  lead  to  better  budget- 
ary control. 

The  implementation  of  the  budget  process,  especially  in  the  last 
few  years,  has  been  a  source  of  frustration.  For  example,  this 
years  process  demonstrated  once  again  that  there  is  simply  not 
enough  time  available  for  the  Congress  to  complete  all  the  actions 
necessary  to  enact  a  budget  under  the  present  process  by  the  start 
of  the  fiscal  vear.  The  Government  b^an  fisccd  year  1982  on  a  con- 
tinuing resolution  and  will  have  to  b^in  1983  on  one  as  well.  The 
problem  goes  beyond  the  unique  circumstances  of  these  particular 
budget  cycles.  In  my  ludgment,  the  heavy  workload  which  causes 
this  situation,  and  which  is  equ€dly  a  problem  in  the  executive 
branch,  stems  in  a  large  part  from  a  process  which  is  unnecessarily 
repetitive,  a  structure  and  system  which  is  unduly  complex,  and  a 
level  of  decisionmaking  whicn  is  inappropriately  detailea. 

We  need  to  consider  ways  of  overcoming  each  of  these  factors — 
complexity,  repetitiveness,  and  inappropriate  detail — if  we  are  to 
solve  the  broaaer  problems  of  achieving  an  appropriate  bcdance  be- 
tween stability,  flexibility,  and  control.  Three  actions  the  Congress 
could  take  to  bring  about  greater  stability  in  Government  oper- 
ations are:  (1)  Enacting  permanent  statutory  authority  to  allow  in- 
currence of  obligations  during  "funding  gaps";  (2)  adopting  a  bi- 
ennial budget  cycle;  and  (3)  using  longer  term  and  advanced  budg- 
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eting  for  capital  investments,  research  and  development  and  aid  to 
State  and  local  governments. 

CONGRESSIONAL  CONTROL 

Besides  the  critical  need  to  bring  a  degree  of  stability  to  Federal 
management,  now  is  €dso  the  time  to  redouble  the  efforts  to  gain 
more  budgetary  control.  The  issue  of  "controllability"  involves  the 
tradeoff  between  the  re€d  need  for  a  longer  term,  stable  commit- 
ment by  the  Federcd  Government  to  people  who  participate  in  Fed- 
eral programs  and  activities  versus  the  real  need  for  tne  Congress 
to  "control"  the  budget  in  both  the  short  term  and  the  long  term. 

There  is  no  magic  formula  for  making  this  tradeoff.  It  requires 
constant  long-range  planning;  monitoring  of  socioeconomic  trends; 
oversight;  monitoring  and  evaluation  of  Federcd  programs  and  ac- 
tivities; and  other  '^ood  administrative  controls  to  support  the 
analysis  and  decisionmaking  on  budget  priorities  for  both  the  short 
and  long  terms.  Furthermore,  the  tradeoffs  have  to  be  made  on  a 
program  by  program  basis  dealing  with  specific  groups  of  people, 
specific  sectors  of  the  economy,  and  specinc  problems.  These  indi- 
vidual program  decisions  can  be  made  in  the  context  of  budget 
policy  encouraging  multiyear,  but  not  permanent,  commitments. 

Areas  the  Congress  needs  to  consider,  which  I  cover  in  my  de- 
tailed statement,  that  would  help  us  to  achieve  greater  control,  in- 
clude full  coverage  of  the  budget;  appropriate  categories  and  level 
of  detail  of  the  budget;  budget  authority  recording  issues;  and  Con- 
gression€d  procedures. 

FLEXIBIUTY 

If  changes  are  made  to  the  budget  process  to  bring  greater  stabil- 
ity and  control  as  I  have  just  discussed,  there  will  also  be  a  need 
for  flexibility  in  the  process  by  which  decisionmakers  can  adjust  to 
contingencies  and  changing  conditions.  Some  flexibility  is  already 
built  into  the  budget  process  through  existing  adjustment  mecha- 
nisms. These  include  procedures  for  changes  to  the  budget  resolu- 
tion, supplemental,  rescissions,  deferrals,  transfers,  and  repro- 
gramings. 

Though  these  adjustment  mechanisms  do  offer  some  flexibility, 
and  can  be  useful  tools  during  the  budget  cycle,  they  are  handled 
in  an  ad  hoc  manner  by  the  executive  branch  and  the  Congress.  To 
make  the  adjustment  process  more  effective,  there  should  be  specif- 
ic procedures  and  someone  responsible  for  managing  it,  such  as  the 
Appropriations  Committees.  The  adjustment  process  should  be  a 
means  for  making  chan^  within  some  specific  limits.  But  it 
should  not  become  a  vehicle  for  reopening  decisions  which  would 
undermine  stability.  In  considering  this  issue,  however,  we  urge 
that  the  adjustment  process  be  limited  to  matters  that  cannot 
await  the  next  budget  cycle. 

Because  the  budget  process  is  so  inte^€d  to  the  way  Congress  be- 
haves as  an  institution,  reforming  it  will  require  a  bipartisan  con- 
sensus within  the  Congress  and  a  careful  balancing;  of  conflicting 
objectives.  This  series  of  hecuings  has  been  an  excellent  forum  for 
furthering  the  Congress  imderstanding  both  of  the  issues  and  of 
some  innovative  approaches  the  Congress  might  wish  to  take 
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toward  simplifying  its  budget  process,  allowing  more  time  for  Con- 
gress to  do  this  work,  and  strengthening  discipline  and  enforce- 
ment within  its  budget  process. 

I  commend  the  chairman  and  this  oonmiittee  for  the  thoughtful 
effort  which  has  gone  into  initiating  the  long  and  difficult— but 
necessary — process  of  improving  the  congressioncd  budget  mecha- 
nism. I  offer  whatever  assistance  we  can  provide  as  you  continue 
with  this  work 

Chairman  Domenici.  Did  you  want  your  statement  to  be  made  a 
part  of  the  record? 

Mr.  BowsHSR.  Yes  I  would. 

Chairman  Dobaenici.  It  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  record. 
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UNITED. STATES  OEHERAL  ACCOUMTZNO  OPPZCB 
Washington,  D.C.   20548 


TESTIMOMY  OP 

CHARLES  A.  BOWSHER 

COMPTROLLER  GENERAL 

OP  THE  UNITED  STATES 

BEPORE  THE 

COMMITTEE  ON  THE  BUDGET 

UNITED  STATES  SENATE 

ON 

IMPROVEMENTS  TO  THE  CONGRESSIONAL  BUDGET  AND 

IMPOUNDMENT  CONTROL  ACT 

OP  1974 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Mainb«ra  of  th«  Coiianitte«t  ' 

I  am  vary  plaaaad  to  appaar  bafora  you  today  to  discuss 
inprovemants  to  tha  Congrassional  Budgat  and  Impoundnant 
Control  Act.   I  hava  always  viawad  improvamant  of  tha  gov- 
arniiiantal  policy  and  managamant  functions  to  l>a  a  continuous 
procass  of  raform  and  changa;  %#a'  laam  naw  and  battar  ways 
of  doing  our  jobs  avary  day  and  naad  to  shara  our  idaas  so 
all  of  us  nay  banafit.  Haarings  such  as  this  ona  ara 
important  to  this  axchanga  of  idaas  and  axpariancas.  I  hava 
baan  graatly  ancouragad  by  tha  scopa  and  dapth  of  tha 
Congrass'  currant  concarn  for  adninistrativa  raforms.  Your 
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Connltt««  Is  conc«m«d  with  oa«  of  th«s«  v«ry  iBportant 
reforms— on«  that  sffscts  svsry  citissn— ths  procsssos  by 
which  ths  Fsdsrsl  Govsmmsnt  ssts  national  budgst 
prioritiss. 

The  currsnt  Budgst  Act,  by  providing  an  operational 
umbrella  over  the  other  policymaking  processss  of  ths 
Congress  (budget  and  fiscal  policymaking,  appropriations, 
rsvsnue  raising,  and  authorisation),  was  dssigned  to  crsats 
a  framework  within  which  the  Congress  could  set  national 
budget  priorities  and  establish  appropriate  levels  of 
Federal  revenue  and  expenditures. 

However,  implementation  of  this  Act  has  most  recently 
been  beset  with  difficulties,  including  severe  timing 
problems,  the  repetition  and  duplication  in  the  process,  and 
the  increased  use  of  continuing  resolutions.  The  budget  has 
become  so  all  consuming  that  little  time  is  left  for  other 
legislative  matters.  Nevertheless,  despite  extraordinary 
efforts  of  members  of  Congress,  delays  in  funding  decisions 
have  increased.  These  delays  have  an  effect  on  both 
financial  markets  and  the  effective  and  efficient  operation 
of  government  agencies  and  programs.  Z  share  your  view  that 
the  Congress  must  solve  these  problems,  and  must  solve  them 
soon.  ' 
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BAIANCE  NEEDED  IN  BUDGET  PROCESS 

BETWEEN  STABILITY.  CONTROL,  AND  FLEXIBILITY 

Th«  Congress  Is  fsc«d  with  conflicting  budgetary 

pressures  that  have  been  accentuated  by  the  budget  process 

and  its  evolving  problems.   It  is  desirable  to.  have  aore 

stability  in  Governznent  programs  and  funding/  especially 

where  States  and  localities  are  concerned.  It  is  also 

desirable  to  have  greater  control  over  expenditures, 

revenues,  and  the  deficit.  However,  at  the  same  time,  it  is 

desirable  to  retain  flexibility  to  respond  to  unexpected 

conditions*  changes  in  the  economy,  or  changing  priorities. 

In  addition,  simplicity  in  the  budget  process  is  necessary 

so  that  it  can  work,  work  on  time,  and  not  be  an  all- 

encoRipassing  endeavor  for  the  Congress.   It  must  also  allow 

sufficient  time  for  oversight  and  other  necessary  duties.*^ 

Obviously,  a  l>alance  between  these  conflicting  pressures  is 

the  only  practical  solution.   In  this  testimony,  I  will 

discuss  the  various  budget  process  problems  and  reforms 

being  considered  in  the  context  of  stability,  control,  or 

flexibility,  as  appropriate.   I  believe  that  the  Congress, 

in  considering  the  overall  scope  and  impact  of  its  budget 

process,  will  decide  to  take  steps  that  will  achieve  the 

delicate  balance  needed  for  success. 
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STABILITY 

I  think  it  is  ••s«ntial  that  %#•  bring  mudh  graatar 
stability  to  our  govammant's  activitiaa  and  thus  to  our 
economy.  Acconpliahing  this  task  will  raquira  not  only  that 
wa  Strang  than  tha  basic  f  ramawork  for  congrassional 
decisionmaking  but  also  that  wa  greatly  improva  the  Federal 
Government's  financial  managanant  system  at  all  levels. 
Such  steps  vrould  also  ultimately  lead  to  better  budgetary 
control . 

The  implementation  of  the  budget  process,  especially  in 
the  last  few  years,  has  been  a  source  of  frustration. 
For  example,  this  year's  proceas  demonstrated  once  again 
that  under  the  present  process  there  is  simply  not  enough 
time  available  for  the  Congreas  to  ccn^late  all  the  actions 
necessary  to  enact  a  budget  by  the  atart  of  the  fiacal 
year.  The  Government  began  fiacal  year  1982  on  a  continuing 
resolution  and  will  have  to  begin  1983  on  one  aa  well.  The 
problem  goes  beyond  the  unique  circumstancea  of  theae 
particular  budget  cyclea.   In  my  judgment,  the  heavy 
%#orkload  that  causes  this  situation,  and  n^ich  ia  equally  a 
problem  in  the  executive  branch,  atama  in  large  part  from  a 
proceas  that  is  unneceasarily  repetitive,  a  structure  and 
system  that  ia  unduly  complex,  and  a  level  of  deciaionmaking 
that  is  inappropriately  detailed. 
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W«  n«ed  to  consider  %#ays  of  overcoming  oath  of  thoeo 
factors— ccnplexity,  rapatitivonoss,  and  inappropriate 
detail— if  %#e  are  to  solve  tha  broader  prdblene  of  adhiaving 
an  appropriate  l>alance  bet%#een  stability,  flexibility,  and 
control.  In  examining  those  questions,  X  would  like  to 
start  with  the  matters  of  stability,  and  to  turn  first  to  an 
issue  that  is  critically  urgent,  the  problem  of  funding 
gaps. 
Funding  gaps  issues 

Earlier  this  year,  we  testified  on  the  -"funding  gap* 
issue.  At  that  time,  the  Federal  Government  %#as  facing  a 
possible  delay  in  raising  the  debt  limit.  More  recant  con- 
cern regarding  funding  gaps  involves  not  only  passage  of  the 
debt  limit  but  also  passage  of  the  recent  supplemental 
appropriation  and  now  the  continuing  resolution  for  fiscal 
year  1983 — three  potential  funding  gap  situations  in  a  few 
weeks'  time.  There  have  been  rslativaly  frequent  funding 
gaps  due  to  the  failure  to  enact  timely  appropriations.  The 
effects  of  these  gaps  on  Federal  operations  and  services 
include  lost  productivity,  lowered  morale,  disruptions  in 
services,  lowered  respect  for  the  Federal  Govamraettt,  and 
some  direct  costs.  These  effects  involve  not  only  the 
Federal  agencies  but  also  those  Who  %#ork  under  Federal 
contracts  and  grants,  including  local  governments.  States, 
universities,  defense  contractors,  and  those  Who  receive 
Federal  aid  and  services. 
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Thm   Mt^nt  of  tliM«  mttmetm  6mgmoAm   on  how  agwciM 
respond  to  tho  •xistonos  (or  prospoet)  of  a  funaiag  gap  and 
tho  longth  of  tho  gap.  TIm  prasont  procadura  la  to 
imnadiataly  bagin  an  ordarly  Autdown  of  aon-aaaaiitial 
oparationa.  Tha  moat  aignif  leant  Autdoim  waa-  on  tfovanbar 
23,  1981.  Zt  did  not  axtand  bayond  that  day  and  tiaa  not 
fully  Inltiatad  In  all  aganciaa.  Tharafora,  that  azparianca 
doas  not  provlda  ua  with  a  baaia  for  aaaaaaing  tha  af facta 
of  a  longar  and  mora  conplata  ahutdoim.  Tha  Conatitution 
pracludaa  tha  withdrawal  of  public  funda  from  tha  Traaaury 
axcapt  pursuant  to  appropriationa  mada  by  law.  Noraovar, 
tha  Antidaf iciancy  Act  aatabliahaa  procadura*  and  criminal 
panaltias  to  aasura  that  funda  ara  naithar  Obligatad  nor 
apant  in  tha  abaanca  of  aufficiant  appropriationa. 

For  many  yaara,  tha  Congraaa  and  tha  Prasidant  %#ara 
able  to  maat  fiscal  yaar  daadlinaa  for  passing  appropria- 
tions roaasuraa  to  aaaura  tha  asooth  continuation  of 
Gov«rn]n«nt  oparationa  from  yaar  to  yaar.  Aa  Govammant 
activity  and  ralatad  budgat  eonaidaration  graw  mora  conplax, 
howaver,  it  bacama  increasingly  difficult  to  maat  fiscal 
yaar  deadlines  on  an  agency* by -agency  baaia.  8top«gap 
measures,  called  'continuing  resolutions,"  were  uaad  to 
avoid '.diarupting  Government  oparationa.  As  fiscal  years 
were  ending  without  enactment  of  either  apacific  appro- 
priationa or  continuing  raaolutiona,  anxietiea  incraaaed. 
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but  congressional  action  took  placa  in  sufficient  tins  to 
avoid  more  than  a  day  or  t%#o  without  the  provision  of  funds. 
GAO  took  the  position  that  allowing  employees  to  report 
for  work  after  the  lapse  of  appropriations  %#ould  constitute 
a  violation  of  the  Antideficiency  Act.  But,  on  the  premise 
that  the  Congress  expected  the  Government  to  continue 
functioning,  we  did  not  pursue  our  normal  course  in  dealing 
with  the  statutory  violations  involved.  That  is  where  the 
issue  stood  until  April  25,  1980 — the  day  the  Attorney 
General  issued  a  landmark  opinion  concluding,  in  essence, 
that  except  for  activities  necessary  to  achieve  ajn  orderly 
shutdown.  Government  operations  must  cease  when  appropria- 
tions lapse  without  the  provision  of  new  funding.  He  %#ent 
on  to  say  that  future  violations  would  be  subject  to 
criminal  prosecution.  The  Attorney  General's  opinion  was 
designed  to  force  the  Congress  to  meet  budget  deadlines, 
thereby  avoiding  end-of- fiscal-year  confusion.  The 
Congress,  in  light  of  the  opinion,  later  enacted  a  continu- 
ing resolution  only  to  have  it  vetoed.  A  costly  shutdoim 
occurred.   It  is  easy  to  point  fingers  of  blame  %rhen  this 
happens,  but  the  real  culprit  is  a  system  that  promotes 
confrontation . 

'>fe  believe,  as  we  did  before  the  Attorney  General's 
opinion,  that  it  is  inconceivable  that  the  Congress  or  the 
President  wish  the  government  to  come  to  a  halt  under  these 
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circumstances.  To  prsvsnt  this  rssult  in  ths  cass  of  a. 
lapss  in  appropriations  #  %#s  Havo  rsconnsndsd  that  psmanant 
statutory  authority  bs  snactad  to  allow  ths  incurrsncs  of 
obligations  to  continua  during  pariods  of  lapssd 
appropriations.  This  would  minimiss  tha  ill-sf facts  of  such 
situations.  Howsvsr,  this  would  not  allow  ths  disburssmsnt 
of  funds  until  appropriations  wsrs  nada  toy  ths  Congrsss. 

A  more  far  reaching  approach  would  toa  the  adoption  of 
some  form  of  legislation  that  would  permanently  and  auto- 
matically continue  funding.  The  authority  could  (1)  toe  in 
effect  for  a  limited  amount  of  time  (less  than  1  year)  and 
(2)  fund  programs  at  the  level  of  the  previous  fiscal  year 
or  (3)  fund  them  at  a  reduced  level.  Government  programs 
would  toe  allowed  to  continue  %ihile  the  Congress  had  time  to 
make  orderly  decisions. 

Another  potential  funding  gap  relates  to  the  detot 
ceiling.  Voting  once  to  raise  the  datot  ceiling  is  painful 
enough  without  having  to  deal  with  this  issue  repeatedly. 
Would  it  not  toe  preferatole  to  increase  the  ceiling  toy  larger 
amounts  or  perhaps  make  the  entire  detot  ceiling  permanent  in 
order  to  extend  the  time  period  covered  toy  this  legislation? 
This  would  help  avoid  lapses  in  government  funding  and 
reduce  the  need  for  frequent  decisions  on  that  issue. 
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Bi<nnial  Budgting 

In  addition  to  daaling  with  tlia  aora  organt  funding 
gaps  iaaoa,  tha  Congraaa  nay  %riah  to  conaidar  anothar 
niachanism,  a  biannial  budgat  cycla,  that  would  aignificantly 
enhanca  tha  stability  of  tha  antira  budgat  procaaa. 

Wa  baliava  that  biannial  budgating  offara  savaral 
potential  advantages  ovar  tha  currant  aystam.  If  affactiva- 
ly  designed  and  implemented,  it  %#ould 

— allow  more  time  for  congressional  decision-making 
and  oversight; 

— reduce  the  number  of  times  the  Congress  must 
act  on  the  same  programa; 

— provide  more  time  for  long-range  planning;  and 

—provide  an  opportunit^y  for  batter  budget 

analysis,  financial  and  operational  planning,  budgat 
execution,  and  program  review  by  both  the  Congress 
and  the  executive  branch. 

Biennial  budgeting  can  also  provide  more  funding 
certainty  for  recipient a  of  Federal  monies  or  sarvicea, 
especially  if  it  were  coupled  with  greater  uae  of  advance 
budgeting  for  theae  programs. 

Despite  these  potential  advantagea,  it  ia  important  to 
remenber  that  determining  the  aaquence  of  key  event  a  and 
conatructing  a  realiatic  biennial  timetable  ia  very  diffi- 
cult. Any  budget  timetable  repreaenta  a  aeriea  of  deciaiona 
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as  to  th«  choice  of  k«y  •v«nts  in  th«  budget  process,  ths 
••quencs  of  thoss  svsnts,  and  ths  amount  of  tins  allovsd  for 
each  event.  The  timetable  of  the  1974  Act  assumed  that  all 
the  then-ei^isting  events  in  the  budget  process  would  remain. 
The  Act  further  super  imposed  on  all  these  events  a  guiding 
first  budget  resolution  with  targets,  a  binding  second 
budget  resolution  with  ceilings,  and  a  reconciliation  pro- 
cess.  This  timetable  also  assumed  that  authorisations  would 
precede  appropriations. 

A  biennial  schedule  could  include  all  of  the  steps  in 
the  current  process,  fewer  steps,  or  different  steps.  A 
biennial  schedule  could  spread  the  budget  events  over  an 
entire  2-year  period  with  oversight  occur ing  throughout  or 
it  could  put  the  budget  events  in  the  first  year,  followed 
by  oversight  in  the  second  year,  or  vice  versa.  The 
biennium  could  coincide  with  the  two  years  of  a  congress  or 
could  overlap  congresses.  The  fiscal  period  could  begin 
October  1,  as  it  does  now,  or  could  be  Changed  to  January, 
or  back  to  July. 

In  our  recent  testimony  of  August  19,  1982,  before  the 
Senate  Ccmnittee  on  Governmental  Affairs  concerning  the 
Budget  Reform  Act  of  1982  (S.  2629),  we  discussed  that 
bill/s  proposed  biennial  budget  timetable,  which  differs 
substantially  from  other  proposals  we  have  reviewed.  Under 
S.  2629,  all  budget  decisions  %rould  be  made  in  the  first 
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session  of  Congress;  the  second  session  would  be  devoted 
primarily  to  oversight.  We  stated  that  this  timetable  is 
attractive  because 

—it  allows  difficult  budget  votes  to  cone  in  a  non- 
election  year; 
—it  allows  budgets  to  be  adopted  during  the  first 
year  of  a  President's  tern,  %#hen  there  is  nore 
chance  of  consensus  between  the  President  and  the 
Congress; 
— it  allows  a  newly-elected  President  to  initiate 

swiftly  the  program  outlined  in  the  campaign;  and 
— it  leaves  the  Congress  relatively  free  in  the  second 
session  to  perfom  progran  and  policy  oversight, 
building  a  base  of  information  for  consideration  in 
the  subsequent  biennium.  "* 

However,  we  also  pointed  out  that  this  timetable  does 
have  some  drawbacks.  New  Presidents  %#ould  haVe  little  tine 
to  develop  a  comprehensive  budget  policy  unless  their  top 
executives  were  identified  early  and  were  ready  to  go  to 
%#orX  soon  after  the  election.   This  problen  ni^t  be  anelio- 
rated  by  sliding  the  dates  for  congressional  action.  But 
this  would  restrict  the  tine  available  for  congressional 
deliberation,  %(hich  8.  2629  urould  relieve  only  slightly  by 
shifting  the  start  of  the  fiscal  period  to  January  l'. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


157 


Oth«r  tiin«tabl«s  hav«  diff«r«nt  advantages  and 
drawbacks.  Nona  sssm  to  satisfy  avary  concam.  Tha  cfhoica 
Involvas  tradaoffs.  On  tha  %#hola,  %#a  favor  a  tinatabla 
having  congrasslonal  action  on  tha  budgat  taka  placa  in  tha 
first  yaar  of  a  Congrass«  with  oversight  and  othar 
activitias  primarily  concantratad  in  tha  sacond  yaar. 

Advancad  budgatiriq 

Longar  tarn  and  advancad  budgeting  methods  can  also 
serve  as  mechanisms  to  bring  about  greater  stability  by 
allowing  funds  to  flow  predictably.  This  is  particularly 
important  for  activities  %#hose  efficient  execution  is 
dependent  on  effective  long-term  planning. 

The  type  of  funding  should  depend  on  the  nature  of  the 
activity.  For  instance «  one  activity  may  dictate  the  use  of 
longer  term  appropriations  or  authorisations #  another  may 
require  advanced  funding,  and  still  another  may  benefit  from 
some  combination. 

Three  areas  where  greater  stability  %#ould  be  particu- 
larly advantageous  are 

— inveitfnents  in  capital  or  physical  assets, 

— raaaarch  and  developiMnt,  and 

—aid  to  State  and  local  governments. 

investments  in  capital  or  physical  assets  should  in- 
volve longer  term  decisions  on  programs  and  funding  whenever 
possible.  Greater  stability  for  investment  programe,  such 
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as  major  military  waapons  programs,  is  a  nacssssry  ingrs- 
diant  in  program  afficiancy.  A  longar  tarm  focus  for  in- 
vastmant  dacisions  would  allow  tha  Congrass  to  considar 
budgat  lavals  in  ralation  to  tha  ovarall  conditions  and 
neads  for  tha  Nation's  public  infrastructura  and  ths  dafsnsa 
structura.  Tha  5-yaar  programs  for  shipbuilding  and  ths 
3-yaar  programs  for  aircraft  construction  ara  good  axan^las 
of  how  this  is  prasantly  baing  dona  for  dafansa. 

Tha  rasaarch  and  davaloproant  araa  also  naads  graatar 
certainty  and  continuity  of  worX  as  wall  as  information  for 
looking  across  agancias.  As  with  capital  invastmant  pro- 
grams, wa  beliava  multi-yaar  funding  la  appropriata  to  avoid 
tha  disrupt iva  af facta  of  auddan,  unplannad  changas  in 
diraction.  Wa  faal  that  thia  typa  of  funding  would  hava  a 
vary  posit iva  and  atabilising  affact  on  tha  conduct  of 
Fadaral  R&D.  Funding  should  ba  availabla  to  mova  from  ona 
phaaa  of  rasaarch  to  tha  naxt  without  diaruption. 

Tha  third  araa  ia  aid  to  Stats  and  local  govammants, 
who  naad  mora  atability  and  continuity  of  funding.  Thsir 
graatast  naad,  howavar,  may  ba  for  aarliar  information  about 
tha  funda  which  will  ba  mada  availabla.  6AO  currantly  has  a 
study  undarway  axamining  tha  timing  problams  smong  tha 
FadaV^l,  Stata,  and  local  budgat  procassss.  Tha  study  has 
found  that  most  Stats  and  local  govammants,  if  thay  ara  to 
plan  affactivaly,  must  hava  dafinitiva  information  6  months 
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befor«  th«  start  of  th«lr  fiscal  yssrs  (in  most  essss  July 
1).  But,  Fsdsral  dscisions  on  funding  Isvsls  ars  oftsn  nads 
just  befors  ths  beginning  of  ths  Pedsral  fiscal  yaar, 
October  1,  if  the  Congress  adheres  to  its  budget  tinetable. 
This  means  that  most  Federal  decisions  are  made  at  least  9 
months  too  late  from  the  State  and  local  point  of  view. 
Thus,  we  recomnend  that  consideration  be  given  for  making 
funding  decisions  in  this  area  on  a  2-year  cycle,  with 
advance  budgeting  by  1  year  for  these  programs. 
COHGRgSSlOtlAL  CONTROL 

Besides  the  critical  need  to  bring  a  degree  of  sta- 
bility to  Federal  management,  now  is  also  the  time  to  re- 
double the  efforts  to  gain  more  budgetary  control.  The 
issue  of  "controllability"  involves  the  trade-off  between 
the  real  need  for  longer  term,  stable  convnltment  by  the 
Federal  Government  to  people  who  voluntarily  or 
involuntarily  participate  in  Federal  programs  and  activities 
versus  the  real  need  for  the  Congress  to  "control"  the 
budget  in  both  the  short  and  long  term. 

There  is  no  magic  formula  for  making  this  trade-off. 
It  requires  constant  long-range  planning;  monitoring  of 
socio-economic  trends i  oversight,  monitoring  and  evaluation 
of  Federal  programs  and  activities;  and  other  "good  adminis- 
trative controls"  to  support  the  analysis  and  decisionmaking 
on  budget  priorities  for  both  the  short  and  long  terms. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


160 


Further,  thm   trad^-offs  hav«  to  hm   mate  on  a  prograa-by^ 
program  basis  daallng  with  spacific  groups  of  paopla, 
spacific  sactors  of  tha  aconomy,  and  spacific  problama. 
Thasa  individual  program  daciaions  can  ba  nada  in  tha 
contaxt  of  a  budgat  policy  of  ancouraging  nulti^yaar  (but 
not  perroanant)  coninitmanta  • 

Xraaa  I  wiah  to  diacuas  today  that  %fould  halp  us  to 
achiava  graatar  control  includa  quaations  of  covaraga  of  tha 
budgat:  what  catagorias  and  laval  of  datail  is  appropriatai 
budgat  maasuramant  issuas;  and  congrassional  procaduras. 
Budgat  covaraga 

I  baliava  tha  currant  focus  on  ravanuas#  outlays,  and 
tha  rasulting  daficit  or  surplus  is  appropriata.  Tha  focus 
on  budgat  authority  is  also  appropriata.  Rowavar,  tha  addi- 
tional attantion  that  has  baan  givan  to  thasa  lavals  in  iihm 
past  faw  yaars  has  shiftad  soma  attantion  away  from  tha 
obligation  lavals  that  ara  mora  controllabla  and  that,  in 
turn,  control  tha  amount,  but  not  tha  pracisa  timing  of  tha 
outlays.  Tha  Congrass'  intarasts  in  budgatary  control  may 
ba  battar  sarvad  by  shifting  mora  focus  bade  to  bbligation 
lavals,  both  tha  naw  budgat  authority  raquastad  as  \rmll   as 
tha  total  obligation  authority  it  has  mada  availabla, 
including  tha  carryovar  balancas. 

*Xn  addition  to  looking  at  tha  prppar  focus  of  budgat 
control,  thara  is  a  critical  naad  to  axamina  prppar  control 
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of  off -budget  •ntiti«8,  cr«dit  and  •ntitlamsnt  programs,  and 
tha  budgatary  traatnant  of  tax  axpandituras  •  Savaral 
important  programs  ara  lagislativaly  axcludad  from  tha 
budgat,  raaultlng  in  incon^lata  budgat  covaraga  of  about  120 
billion.  Purtharmora,  tha  growth  in  antitlamanta,  tax 
axpandituras,  and  tha  incraasing  aconomic  importanea  of 
Fadaral  cradit  activitias  hava  craatad  naw  budgat  control 
and  information  problams.  Inconqplata  covaraga  of  thasa 
roattars  can  only  impair  public  conf idanca  in  tha  budgat 
procass • 
Laval  of  datail  of  dacisions 

Dacisionmakars  in  tha  Govammant  today  must  giva 
priority  to  improving  thair  managamant  control  systams. 
Thay  must  also  ancouraga  tha  typas  of  analysis  that  will 
halp  tham  maka  hard  choicaa  in  salacting  tha  programs  andT 
activitias  that  ara  to  ba  raducad,  tarminatad,  or  axpandad. 
It  is  avidant  that  dacisionmakars  ara  currantly  facad  with 
"dacision  and  datail  ovarload."  No  dacisionmakar  ean  ba 
axpactad  to  grappla  limultaneously  with  tha  myriad  saparata 
dacisions  raprasantad  by  tha  appropriation  account, 
activity,  and  objact  class  structura  in  tha  Appandix  to  tha 
Prasidant'a  Budgat.  This  ovarload  craataa  a  barriar  for 
dacisionmakars  towards  achiaving  control  of  tha  budgat 
bacauaa  tha  focus  is  on  datails  rathar  than  broad  policy 
iaauaa. 
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Top  policy  officials  of  thm  Caoqrmmm,   thm   PrMid«it/ 
and  thm   •z«cu^iv«  ag^nci^s  tfhonld  focos  on  bro^d  policy, 
including  thm   basic  diractioo  and  gan^ral  oontont  of 
prograJM.  Accountability  ^nd  control  of  this  Imwl   ahoold 
concantrata  mora  on  assuring  that  thasa  policy  diraetions 
ara.pursuad  and  lass  on  tha  datailad  activitiaa  nacaaaary  to 
lAplanant  thaa. 

This  is  not  to  say  that  dacisions  at  tha  la^ral  of 
datail  in  tha  Appandix  ara  uninportant,  Dacisions  nada  at 
tha  top  of  tha  govammantal  structura  obviously  aust  ba 
convartad  into  mora  datailad  dacisions  as  ona  movas  down  tha 
hiararChy  and  simultanaoasly  movas  from  planning  broad 
prior itias  to  axacuting  spacific  programs  and  activitias. 
Onca  thasa  broad  priori tias  ara  dacidad,  program  managars 
should  ba  dalagatad  tha  authority  naadad  to  carry  out  thdaa 
policy  dacisions  and  should  ba  hald  rasponsibla  and  account- 
abla  for  tha  rasults. 
Budqat  structura 

Currantly,  proposals  hava  baan  mada  to  saparata  from 
tha  unifiad  budgat  such  itams  as  capital  invastmants  and  tha 
trust  funds  that  financa  ratiramant  programs.  Wa  agraa  that 
thasa  issuas  %#arrant  particular  attantion  and  visibility  in 
tha  budgat  procass*  Rowavar,  w   baliava  that  can  and  should 
ba  dona  within  tha  unifiad  budgat.  Saparata  budgats  would 
risX  tha  loss  of  attantion  to  tha  ovarall  budgat  totals. 
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which  ar«  critically  iaqportant  as  a  conponant  of  acononic 
policy.  It  vrould  also  craata  a  tampting  opportunity  to  play 
gamaa  with  tha  nunbara  toy  shifting  programs  from  ona  toudgat, 
whara  funds  nay  ba  tight«  to  anothar,  whara  conditions  nay 
ba  soiiiawhat  mora  ralaxad. 

To  raconcila  thasa  concarns*  wa  suggast  that  tha  main 
budgat  structura  might  ba  ravisad  to  group  tha  Padaral 
Govarnroant's  programs  and  activitias  into  tha  following 
typas  of  policy  araass 

1.  invastmant  in  capital  assats,  tooth  dafansa  and 
doroastic, 

2.  rasaarch  and  davalopmant#  . 

3.  aid  to  Stata  and  local  govarnmants« 

4.  cradit  assistanca« 

5.  antitlamants  for  individuals*  "^ 

6.  intarast,  and 

7.  oparating  axpansas. 

Wa  chosa  thasa  savan  catagorias  as  a  starting  point  for 
davaloping  a  diffarant  toudgat  structura,  toacausa  thay  aach 
involva  larga  portions  of  tha  Padaral  toudgat  and  aach 
raquira  diffarant  planning,  financing,  and  man&gamant 
approftchas.  Of  coursa,  toudgat  data  can  toa  structurad  in 
many  .ways.  Wa  toaliava  modam  data  procassing  tachniquas 
should  parmit  tha  toudgat  to  toa  raformattad  in  a  variaty  of 
ways  to  sarva  a  variaty  of  purposas.  But  %fa  think  this 
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structure  %#ould  hav«  a  special  vmlu««  By  looking  at  th* 
budget  from  these  seven  policy  perspectives  #  it  is  easier  to 
deal  with  the  national  needs,  the  Federal  Govemnent's 
roles,  and  the  means  for  financing  aore  con^rehensively, 
ultimately  achieving  increased  control  of  the  budget.  This 
cannot  be  done  program  by  program,  nor  ckn   it  be  done 
effectively  using  the  current  budget  functions,  although 
each  of  those  structures  has  value  for  other  purposes. 
Measurement  issues 

The  1967  President's  Commission  on  Budget  Concepts 
recognised  the  importance . of  realism,  comparability,  and 
consistency  in  measuring  budgetary  resources  and  spending 
levels.   It  is  clear  from  our  %rorX  in  this  area,  however, 
that  significant  problems  exist  today.  Furthermore,  tech- 
nical problems  can  be  expected  to  grow  as  the  variety  and 
complexity  of  programs  continues  to  increase.  We  believe 
that  three  measurement  areas  deserve  special  'attentions 

—First,  there  are  unresolved  issues  pertaining  to  the 
budget  authority  concept  and  its  application.  It  is,  of 
course,  most  important  to  have  meaningful,  consistent,  and 
%fell  understood  budget  authority  recordings  given  the  fact 
budget  authority  is  the  key  financial  resource  controlled  by 
the  .Congress  and  executive  branch  in  their  budget- setting 
actions.  Unfortunately,  there  is  confusion  about  budget 
authority  given  the  mase  of  varying  applications. 
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For  •xanqplt,  th«r«  is  no  9«n«ral  agrAAmsnt  on  iihicfh 
multl-y«ar  programs  should  bs  "fully  fundsd."  I  bslisva 
that  vrhsrs  propsr  planning  and  good  managamant  axist,  tha 
full  funding  approach  can  facilitata  graatar  program 
stability,  mora  aquitabla  comparisons  of  programs  and  tha 
"up  front"  disclosura  of  total  costs.  Wa  hava  davalopad 
soma  critaria  for  tha  application  to  full  funding.  It  is 
claar,  hovravar,  that  mora  worX  is  naadad  to  idantify  tha 
programs  whara  full  funding  should  ba  appliad. 

It  is  also  claar«  howavar,  that  sarious  problams  can 
arisa  if  full  funding  is  providad  in  tha  absanca  of  good 
planning  and  managamant.  Cost  ovarruns«  program  dalays  and 
so  on  may  not  coma  to  light  promptly  without  tha  visibility 
of  ragular  funding  dacisions.  An  altarnativa  %#hich  providas 
soma  of  tha  banaf its  of  full  funding  %fould  ba  mora  axtansiva 
usa  of  multi-yaar  author 1 tat ions. 

Anothar  confusing  budgat  authority  mattar  is  tha  fact 
that  budgat  authority  racordings  do  not  always  raprasant 
total  naw  obligational  authority  avan  in  ona-yaar  programs. 
Thara  ara  many  programs,  including  public  antarpriaa  ra- 
volving  fund  and  amargancy  programs,  %(hich  hava  budgat 
authority  racordings  that  axprass  far  lass  than  astimatad  or 
actunl  naw  obligational  authority  bacausa  of  currant 
convantions.  In  public  antarpriaa  ravolving  funds,  for 
axanqpla,  tha  racordings  do  not  ancompass  tha  obligational 
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authority  that  is  ganaratad  by  prograa  buaiaass-typa 
collactiona.   I  think  that  andar  such  varying  praeticaa 
among  budgat  accounts  tha  budgat  authority  coneapt  is  laas 
naaningful,  and  tha  practicas  add  to  tha  ganaral  confusion 
about  tha  budgat. 

— X  sacond  mattar,  closaly  ralatad  to  tha  first  is  tha 
continuing  usa  of  offsatting  businass-typa  ravanua  to  raduca 
raportad  budgat  totals.  For  axan^la,  tha  offsatting  prac- 
tica  raducad  astinatad  on-budgat  and  of f-budgat  outlays  for 
fiscal  yaar  1981  by  about  $102  billion.  Wa  baliava  that 
this  practica  significantly  undarstatas  outlay  totals,  and 
wa  favor  raporting  tha  amounts  on  a  gross  basis.  Z  also 
baliava  this  %#ould  ba  a  stap  toii#ard  sixsplifying  budgat 
totals. 

— Third,  wa  naad  to  look  again  at  tha  concapts  usad  to 
axprass  dollar  lavals  of  program  activity.  Both  tha  Hoovar 
Conraission  and  tha  Conraission  on  Budgat  Concapts  andorsad 
cost-basad  budgating  and  tha  raporting  of  racaipts  and 
axpandituras  on  an  accrual  basis.  Wa  hava  had  only  partial 
implamantation  of  thaaa  racomnandations ,  with  attandant 
confusion.  For  axan^la,  although  Fadaral  agancias  hava 
takan  significant  stridas  to  adopt  nodam  accrual  accounting 
•ystv**,  and  tha  Prasidant's  Budgat  Appandix  now  raports 
"costs"  for  many  activitias,  budgat  dacisions  and  controls 
continua  to  ba  on  "obligations"  rathar  than  costs. 
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Th«  probl«m»  with  budq#t  •stiamf  • 

Many  aspects  of  th«  P«d«ral  budget  process  frustrate  its 
participants.  Ona  is  tha  volatility  of  tlia  budgat  nuiribars 
or  astimatas  that  appaar  ih  tha  Prasidant's  budgat  and  tha 
budgat  rasolutions.  Not  only  is  tha  darivation  of  thasa 
nurabars  coniplax,  but  tha  astinatas  of  tan  only  approEiuta 
actual  amounta.  Saldon  do  tha  major  participants  agraa  on 
thaaa  astimataa.  Today  wa  vrould  liXa  to  focua  on  tha 
foripulation  of  thaaa  aatinatas*  tha  major  raasons  for  mis- 
estiinataa,  and  aoma  of  tha  propoaad  raforms. 

Larga  parts  of  tha  budgat  ara  datarminad  by  aconomic 
and  aocial  conditions  in  tha  U.S.  and,  to  soma  axtant, 
abroad.  Thua,  bafora  budgat  aatinataa  can  ba  fomulatad, 
asaumptiona  muat  ba  mada  about  tha  outlooX  for  thasa  factors 
during  tha  budgat  pariod.  Whila  arrors  in  tha  aatinatas  "^can 
ariaa  from  tachnical  mistakas,  tha  larga  onas  ara  much  mora 
likaly  to  flow  from  miataXan  aaaunptions  about  how  tha 
aconomy  will  bahava. 

Economic  foracaating  ia,  of  coursa,  a  difficult  busi- 
naaa.   But«  accurata  forecasts  ara  invaluable  since  much  of 
the  variance  among  budget  eatiraates  ia  due  to  diffarancat  in 
the  perceived  future  condition  of  the  economy.  However, 
aince  aasumptions  about  future  events  must  be  mada  and  the 
future  can  diverge  from  current  expectations,  it  should  not 
come  as  a  surprise  that  forecasts  are  often  off  the  mark. 
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In  preparing  a  foraeast*  assoaptioos  mamt,  ba  aada  about 
midh  dif  f  ieolt  aattars  as  tha  ■onatary  policy  that  tiM 
Padaral  Mm9%rv  will  poraoa  ovar  tha  pariod  in  qyaatioa. 
Tha  oaoal  practica  is  to  fbad  thaaa  aaaonptiona  into  an 
aconoaatric  aodal  to  projact  lAat  tha  aconoiv  vill  ha  lika 
in  upcoaing  fiscal  yaars.  Tha  raliahility  of  tha  raaolting 
f oracast  dapanda  on  tha  accuracy  of  tha  policy  aaau^ptioaa 
and  tha  axtant  to  %(hidh  futora  behavior  coofonM  to  that 
dascribad  by  tha  aodals'  aany  pradicting  aquatioaa.  Zn 
addition,  tha  foracasts  ara  usually  taaparad  by  huaan 
judgaant • 

Sli^t  variations  in  tha  actual  parforaanca  of  tha 
aconosy,  ccaparad  to  tha  ^oracast,  can  hava  larga  iaplica- 
tions  for  tha  budgat.  For  azaapla, 

—A  ona  parcantaga  point  incraasa  abova  tha  projactM 
rata  of  unaaployaant  will  cut  ravanuas  by  about  912 
billion  in  ona  fiscal  yaar  and  incraasa  axpandituras 
by  15  billion. 
—A  ona  parcantaga  point  incraasa  in  tha  inflation  rata 
adds  about  |5  billion  in  ravanuas  and  11.3  billion  to 
axpandituras  in  tha  first  yaar. 
—A  ona  parcantaga  point  incraasa  in  intarast  rataa 
•  adds  about  $1   billion  in  ravanuas  in  tha  first  yaar 
and  about  12.3  billion  to  axpandituras. 
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Th«  budget  •stinat^s  also  include  assunqptions  about 
anticipatsd  Isgislativs  and  administrativa  aetions.  Whan* 
thaaa  turn  out  to  ba  incorraet,  thay  can  affaet  both  ravanua 
and  axpanditura  astinatas. 

Errors  can  also  arlsa  from  such  factors  as  abnormal 
waathar  conditions  and  natural  disastars.  A  mm^mrm   drou^t, 
for  axanqpla,  nay  hava  an  advaraa  affaet  on  tha  faradng  in- 
dustry, raducing  Padaral  tax  ravanuaa.  It  nay  also  cauaa 
Fadaral  axpandituras  for  disastar  raliaf  or  crop  inauranca 
to  risa  abova  tha  astinatad  laval. 

Bacausa  tha  foracast  >is,  in  part,  an  axtrapolation  of 
past  avants«  soma  account  can  bs  nada  for  such  things  as 
abnormal  waathar  conditions.  Rowavar,  occaaionally  a 
disaatar,  such  as  tha  aruption  of  Mt.  8t.  Halans  will  occur, 
falling  wall  outsida  tha  ranga  of  axpactad  avanta* 

Anothar  raason  for  inaccuracias  in  ravanua  and  axpan- 
ditura astinatas  ia  unforaaaan  intarnational  avsnts.  Tha 
Arab  oil  ambargo  of  1973  was  somathing  faw  could  hava  pra- 
dictad,  and  iteartainly  had  a  dramatic  affaet  on  U.S.  rava- 
nuas  and  axpandituras. 

Finally,  in  tha  complax  procass  of  davaloping  budgat 
astimatas,  it  is  always  possibla  simply  to  naka  a  nistaka. 
Whila  thia  obviously  happana  from  tima  to  tima,  %fa  do  not 
baliava  it  to  ba  a  najor  problan.  Errors  of  this  sort 
appaar  to  ba  ralativaly  small. 
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Prom  this  r«vi«w  of  ths  sourctts  of  •rror  in  toudgot 
•stimatss,  it  •••ms  •vid^nt  to  us  that  ths  appropriato  focus 
of  attention  is  ths  sst  of  •eonosdc  assumptions  that  uadarly 
tha  astimatas.  In  doing  so,  hoi#avar,  ona  must  racognisa 
that  although  it  is  difficult  to  quantify  thd  political 
impact  on  astimatas,  it  navarthalass  is  thara  in  tha  font  of  ^ 
tha  parsonal  judgnant  involvad  in  adjusting  tha  initial 
foracasts  of  tha  computar  aodals.  Xt  is  not  uncosann  for 
ravanuas  and  axpandituras  to  ba  optimistically  astimatad  for 
political  raasons.  For  axampla,  a  prasidant  or  Congrass  may 
choosa  to  projact  a  lowar  inflation  rata  than  othars  baliava 
likaly,  with  consaguant  affacts  on  tha  astimatas  of  both 
ravanuas  and  outlays.   In  addition,  paopla  may  sincaraly 
hold  sharply  dif faring  viaws  of  how  tha  aconomy  functions 
and  thus  of  how  it  will  bahava.  This  sort  of  disagraamaiit 
appaars  to  hava  baan  at  tha  root  of  tha  dabata  last  yaar 
ovar  tha  liXaly  affact  on  tha  aconomy  and  tha  budgat  of  tha 
1981  tax  raductions. 

In  racognltion  of  tha  problama  causad  by  widaly  divar- 
gant  sats  of  aconomic  aasumptions,  tha  inaxact  natura  of  tha 
astimataa,  and  tha  naad  for  fraquant  ravisions,  cosibinad 
with  tha  political  aignificanca  of  tha  astimatas,  savaral 
propoaala  hava  baan  offarad.  Wa  will  briafly  discuss  thraa 
of  thaaa  proposals. 
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Th>  P#nnT  proposal  t  cowon  •conoaic  •••ttwptiops 
In  a  p«p«r  published  in  August  1981 «  Rudolph  Psnnsr  of 
ths  Ansrican  Entsrpriss  Znstituts  suggsstsd  sons  tsdhnical 
msthods  for  arriving  at  nautral  aeoncinie  aaauB^iona  that 
could  ba  usad  in  budgat  dabataa  by  tha  axacutiva  brancAi  and 
by  tha  Congraaa.  Mr.  Pannar  prppoaaa  tha  following  proca- 
duraa  t 

First,  that  all  contanding  partiaa  agr aa  in  Daeaadbar 
pracading  tha  start  of  tha  fiscal  yaar  to  baaa  program 
dacisions  on  a  common  aat  of  foracasts  and  projactions 
ragarding  tha  aconooy.  Thaaa  %#ould  ba  usad  throughout 
tha  first  budgat  rasolution. 

Sacond,  tha  contsnding  partiaa  could  also  projact  tha 
implicationa  of  policy  daciaiona  on  diffarant  aata  of 
assumptions  if  thay  liXa,  but  at  laaat  thara  %#ould  £a 
ona  sat  for  consistant  ccmpariaona* 
Third,  a  navr  sat  of  assumptions  could  ba  diviaad  for 
tha  administration's  July  budgat  ravisiona  and  tha 
aacond  budgat  raaolution,  baaad  on  tha  lataat  data* 
Tha  attractivanaaa  of  thia  approach  liaa  in  tha  fact  that 
with  ona  common  aat  of  acononic  aaaunqptiona,  policy  iaauaa 
could. ba  mora  claarly  aaparatad  from  iaauaa  aria ing  bacauaa 
of  dilffarant  aaaunqptiona  •  In  addition,  thia  aat  of  acono- 
mic  aaaumptiona  %#ould  ba  aa  fraa  aa  poaaibla  from  political 
manipulationa • 
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In  Ms  biU,  H.R.  6866,  Mr.  Q^hArdt  offers  a  oooMpt 

•onsWhat  r«lat«d  to  Mr.  PMMr's  ■ufgastion.  ZastMd  of 
using  a  coiwon  sat  of  acoi»biU.c  ati^tfiptioiia*  Mr.  Q^hardt 
propoaas  to  aatablish  a  Board  of  Ravamia  Batimtora,  mda  19 
of  tha  Chairman  of  tha  Board  of  Govamora  of  tha  Fadaral 
Raaarva  Syatam,  tha  Diractor  of  tha  Of fiea  of  Nanagaaant  and 
Budgat,  and  tha  Diractor  of  tha  Congrsitlonal  Bodgat  Offioa. 
It  %#ould  ba  tha  duty  of  thia  board  to  datarmina  tha  ravanua 
astinataa  for  tha  budgat  r«toIuticms  and  for  tha  aaxt  two 
fiscal  yaara.  Having  a  board  rasponsibla  for  ravanua 
astinatas  will  not  only  rasult  in  a  consmii  aat  of  acoooaic 
a«aumptiona  for  ravanuas,  but  alao  involva  tha  Fadaral 
Rasarva  in  budgat  policy*  a  Mova  gaining  in  popularity*  ' 
Tha  Midhal  propofsli  rangss  for  budget  ^itimatas 
Zn  his  bill,  H.R.  6400«  Mr.  Midhal  calla  for  rangaa  of 
nunbars  for  outlaya*  ravanuaa*  and  daficita  or  aurpluaaa  to 
appaar  in  tha  budgat  raaolutiona.  Thasa  rangaa  would  ranain 
in  affact  for  60  daya,  at  %mich  tina  tha  Budgat  Coonittaaa 
would  raviaw  tha  nuribara.  Zf  tha  aconony  had  tfhangad 
dramatically,  tha  panals  could  racomiand  appropriata  ravi- 
sions.  This  approach  not  only  racognisaa  that  budgat  aati<» 
nataa^  ara  not  axact  but  alao  that  tha  Congraaa  naada  tha 
flaxibility  to  aaka  raviaiona  to  tha  budgat  in  raaponaa  to 
tfhangaa  in  tha  aconosy*  Zt  can  ba  arguad  by  aoaa  that 
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adjustment  to  th«  budget  too  froquoatly  my  be  eoonter- 
productive.  Hevertbeleee*  %ie  believe  that  the  recognition 
of  tbie  need  for  flexibility  ie  e  positive  step. 

These  proposals  have  inerit.  If  successful,  they  could 
help  elininate  an  in^ortant  source  of  confusippi  in  tha 
debate  over  the  budget.  But  none  are  fool-proof  *  For  exaa- 
ple,  the  participants  nay  have  as  madh.  difficulty  agreeing 
on  a  set  of  conmon  assumptions  in  December  as  they  now  do  in 
March.  Also,  one  should  recognise  that  involving  the 
Federal  Reserve  in  a  consensus  forecast  implicitly  asks  them 
to  agree  on  a  prediction  of  the  future  course  of  interest 
rates.  Z  suspect  the  Federal  Reserve  %#ould  be  very 
reluctant  to  do  this  because  it  %rould  further  complicate  the 
task  of  implementing  an  effective  monetary  policy. 

On  the  %mole,  %ie  applaud  the  effort  to  develop  a  way  of 
coming  into  agreement  on  economic  assumptions*  If  these 
efforts  are  successful,  it  %#ould  be  an  in^ortant  step 
forward  for  the  budget  process.  Thus,  it  may  %iell  ba  %#orth 
experimenting  with  the  Penner  approach.  Khile  we  remain  a 
little  skeptical,  it  appeiirs  the  most  promising  of  the 
three. 
Program  accountability  and  oversight 

'.  Program  accountability  and  oversight  are  two  areas  that 
have  languished  somei^at  in  the  last  few  years,  as  the 
budget  debate  has  tended  to  dominate  the  business  of  the 
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Congress.   If  th«  Congress  wttr«  to  iiiov«  to«#mrd  longer 
funding  periods,  as  w«  hav«  suggsstad*  thmvm  %#ould  b«  nor« 
opportunity  to  focus  on  thsss  ar«as«  Sons  of  th«  budget 
rsforxn  proposals  contain  a  sst-asid«  period  for  th«  Congress 
to  do  oversight.  This  sst-asids  period  should  certainly  go 
a  Ipng  way  to  enabling  the  Congress  to  conduct  more  over- 
sight. We  would  suggest  that,  in  addition,  oversight  proce- 
dures or  mechanisms  be  established.  The  Congress  could 
develop  oversight  and  program  review  agendas.  For  instance, 
committees  could  develop  a  tentative  schedule  of  their  over- 
sight activities  for  each  Congress.  Such  a  schedule  could 
list  programs  to  be  reviewed,  policy  areas/ topics  to  be 
examined,  and  the  nature  of  such  reviews.  Thes«  reviews 
could  be  both  retrospective  and  prospective.  Reviews  can  be 
general  oversight  reviews  of  manag^nient  or  progran  effec- 
tiveness or  budgtt-oriented  reviews  to  identify  areas  for 
savings.   For  example,  GAG  recently  completed  a  budget- 
oriented  review  of  DOD  plans.  Because  military  spending  is 
projected  to  be  about  32  percent  of  the  total  budget  in 
1985,  up  from  24  percent  in  1980,  %ie  wanted  to  take  a 
critical  look  at  Defense's  plans,  examine  actual  use  of 
these  increased  funds,  and  determine  the  areas  where 
improvements  were  needed. 

We  found  that  be^%#een  fiscal  years  1980  and  1982,  the 
Defense  budget  increased  by  approximately  $72  billion,  a  50 
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p«rc«nt  incr«as«  sine*  th«  1980  budget  ymmr*     Host  of  th« 
incr«as«  %#as  dir«ct«d  to  inproving  r«adin«ss  and  sustaia- 
ability«  BOdamising  tha  foreaa,  and  inproving  thm   quality 
of  lifa  for  military  parao^nal.  Our  axamination  of  thia 
spanding  and  tha  way  Dafanaa  nakaa  ita  apanding  daciaiona 
showad  that  corractiva  action  ia  raquirad  in  nunaroua  araaa. 
For  inatanca, 

— Tha  Sacratary  of  Dafanaa  naada  to  follow  throu^ 
on  hia  pladga  to  in^rova  atability  in  tha  %#aapon 
ayatama  acquiaition  procaaa  by  aliminating  marginal 
programa  to  fund  highar  priority  programa  at  mora 
aconomic  lavala  of  production. 
— Tha  Sacratary  of  Dafanaa  naada  to  monitor  mora 
cloaaly  thoaa  programa  racaiving  larga  funding 
incraaaaa  to  anaura  that  additional  funding  can  ba 
apant  prudantly. 
— Tha  Sacratary  and  tha  Congraaa  naad  battar 
viaibility  ovar  tha  %ray  funda  ara  uaad  in  tha 
oparationa  and  maintananca  araaa*  Currantly 
tha  raporting  to  highar  lavala  ia  primarily  throu^ 
tha  financial  controla,  auch  aa  obligation  rataa« 
rathar  than  through  raporting  on  what  waa 
accompliahad  with  tha  funda  in  ralation  to  tha  plan. 
—Tha  currant  Dafanaa  budgat  ay a tarn  naada  to  ba 
improvad;  it  ia  virtually  ailant  on  %tfhat  waa 
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accoinplish«d  with  th«  funds  provided.  In  addition, 
d«f«ns«  n««ds  to  (a)  b«ttar  justify  its  rsqussts* 
(b)  d«v«lop  a  strategy  for  carrying  out  ths  pro- 
grams, (c)  clsarly  stats  thsir  objsctivss  and  dsvslop 
a  measurs  to  gaugs  psrformancs,  (d)  rsport  thsir 
acccmplishmsnts  in  rslation  to  thsir  sstablishsd 
critsria,  and  (s)  build  into  subssqusnt  budgst 
rsqussts  fssdback  on  actual  psrformancs. 
GAG  can  focus  its  work  on  ths  programs  and  policy  arsas 
ths  Congrsss  will  bs  addressing  in  its  ovsrsight  procsss, 
thsrsby  bettsr  roasting  ths  information  nssds  of  ths 
Congrsss.  For  sxampls,  ws  could  provids  ths  Congrsss  ons  or 
mors  summary  rsport s  at  ths  bsginning  of  sach  Congrsss 
covsring  our  work  on  major  issuss  ths  Congrsss  plans  to 
addrsss  plus  any  othsr  mattsrs  that  havs  cons  to  our  atten- 
tion that  ws  bslisvs  ths  Congrsss  should  considsr.  Ws  could 
also  provids  ths  sntirs  Congrsss  with  ssparats  rsports  on 
sach  of  ths  major  programs  and  policy  arsas.  Ws  rscsntly 
complstsd  a  prospsctivs  rsvisw  of  scononic  policy.  This  is 
discusssd  in  ths  fiscal  policy  ssction  nsar  ths  and  of  my 
statsmsnt . 

In  ths  arsa  of  program  accountability,  ths  Congrsss  nay 
want' .to  considsr  othsr  stsps  including  using  a  procsdurs 
pattsrnsd  aftsr  ths  Dspartnsnt  of  Dsfsnss  8AR  (Sslsctsd 
Acquisition  Rsports)  systsn  for  najor  capital  invsstnsnts 
throughout  ths  govsrnnsnt. 
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Th«  D«f«ns«  8AR  systm  provid«s  us«ful  infonnation  on 
th«  status  and  progrsss  of  sslsctsd  major  wsapons  systems • 
Through  this  systsm«  %mich  has  bssn  in  sxistsncs  for  ovsr  a 
dscads,  mcnm   visibility  on  %isapon  systsm  cost  and  cost 
gromrth,  as  %isll  as  changas  to  schsduls  and  tachnical  parfor- 
nanca  data  and  raasons  for  such  changas,  ara  providad  to 
cQngrsssional  conoaittaas.  Just  as  in^ortant,  tha  8AR  systam 
providas  catagorias  recording  specific  causes  of  cost 
gronrth.  This  type  of  data*  accumulated  over  a  period  of 
years  on  a  wide  variety  of  systems*  has  provided  a  valuable 
insight  into  sudh  growth* 

We  believe  that  althou^  the  8AR  system  provides  useful 
information*  it  can  be  improved.  These  in^rovemants  were 
outlined  in  testimony  before  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Governmental  Affairs  on  April  22  of  this  year*  The  focal 
point  of  our  testimony  at  that  time  was  the  proposed  use  of 
the  SAR  system  for  major  civil  acquisitions*  as  envisioned 
in  S.  2397.  We  stated  that  sudh  a  system  %#ould  provide  the 
Congress  and  top  agency  management  with  oversight  data  on 
the  progress  and  direction  of  projects  and  allow  them  to 
readily  identify  problem  areas  and  their  causes*  We  feel 
that  the  SAR  system  should  be  an  integral  part  of  the 
congressional  oversight  process  and  budget  eiecution« 
particularly  in  view  of  the  need  for  better  information  on 
capital  investments «  including  development  of  longer  range 


Digitized  by 


Google 


178 


plans  and  th«  •valuation  of  agency  p«rforaanc«  in  li^fht  of 

th«s«  plans. 

Sifl^  1 1  fy  1  n^  c on gr e e a i onal 
procedures 

Many  havs  argusd  that  thm   current  budgst  process  is  too 
cuntibersofTie  and  rep«titiv«  and,  th«r«fors,  is  in  n««d  of 
simplifying,  Wh«thsr  or  not  %#•  cHangs  to  a-  longer  fiscal 
pariod.   I  will  discuss  4  ways  that  hava  baan  proposad  to 
simplify  tha  process: 

— a  single  binding  budget  resolution, 

—an  omnibus  appropriations  bill, 

— withholding  "budget-busting"  bills  from  anrollnant, 
and 

—reconciliation  any  time  after  passaga  of  tha  budget 
resolution.  ^ 

The  single  binding  budget  resolution  is  attractiva 
because  it  eliminates  the  repetition  of  the  second  and,  at 
times,  third  budget  resolutions.  Another  simplifying 
approach  is  having  a  first  resolution  with  a  provision  to 
make  the  first  binding  if  tha  second  is  not  passed  by  a 
certain  date  (as  is  now  in  affect  for  tha  Fiscal  Year  1983 
budget ) . 

The  omnibus  appropriations  bill  %rould  accomplish  t%#o 
things*  It  %#ould  eliminate  tha  repetition  of  passing  13 
appropriations  bills  and  it  %#ould  tend  to  strengthen,  tha 
discipline  in  tha  process.  That  it  failed  to  %#or1c  once  be- 
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for«  (for  th«  1950  appropriations)  is  csrtainly  basis  for 
concsm,  but  ths  idsa  is  worth  furthsr  cons idsrat ion.  On 
ths  othsr  hand,  retaining  ths  13  ssparats  appropriations 
bills  doss  havs  ths  advantags  of  continuing  ths  nors  sps- 
cializsd  and  dstailsd  attsntion  givsn  to  parts  of  ths  budgst 
by  ths  Congrsss  as  a  whols.  Anothsr  altsrnativs  for  svsn 
grsatsr  intsgration  would  bs  a  singls  eonsolidatsd  budgst 
bill,  sinbracing  rsvsnus  actions  and  ths  dsbt  limit,  as  wsll 
as  appropriations,  such  as  Mr.  Obsy  has  suggsstsd.  This 
would  provids  furthsr  assurancs  of  consistsncy  among  various 
aspscts  of  ths  budgst. 

Ths  third  way,  withholding  bills  from  snrollmsnt, 
allows  ths  Congrsss  to  sss  ths  cumulative  sffsct  of  spsnding 
bills  bsfors  ccmplsting  action  on  ths  budgst  and  sliminatss 
ths  vulnsrability  of  ths  last  bill  schsdulsd  for  floor 
action.   It  is  a  mschanism  that  has  alrsady  provsd  fairly 
sffsctivs  in  allowing  ths  Congrsss  to  sss  ths  rssults  of 
thsir  actions,  but  it  also  contributss  to  ths  nuribsr  of 
dscisions  rsquirsd  at  ths  snd  of  ths  procsss. 

Finally,  rsconciliation  at  any  tims  aftsr  ths  budgst 
rssolution  is  passsd  %#ould  add  soms  flsxibility.  Ws  bslisvs 
this  would  bs  ussful.  Zndssd,  as  a  gsnsral  prineipls#  %is 
wouM  tsnd  to  favor  Isss  rigid  sdhsdulss,  with  fswsr  hurdlss 
to  ovsrcoms  whsn  crsating  a  budgst.  Z  cannot  smphasiss 
snough  ths  in^ortancs  of  simplifying  ths  Fsdsral  budgst  pro- 
csss. 
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FLEXIBILITY 

If  chang«8  ar«  niad«  to  th«  budg«t  process  to  bring 
gr«at«r  stability  and  control «  as  Z  havs  just  discusssd« 
there  will  also  be  a  need  for  flexibility  in  the  process  by 
which  decisionmalcers  can  adjust  to  contingencies  and 
changing  conditions.   Flexibility  is  already  built  into  the 
budget  process  through  existing  adjustment  mechanisms.   Z 
wish  to  particularly  focus  on  (1)  the  need  to  control  the 
indexation  of  entitlements  through  the  budget  process  and 
(2)  possible  changes  to  the  impoundment  process.   Z  will 
also  address  the  broader  question  of  the  effect  budget 
decisions  have  on  the  exercise  of  our  fiscal  policy. 
Adjustment  mechanisms 

The  budget  process  should  allow  greater  flexibility 

id 

for  the  Congress  and  the  Executive  to  make  adjustments  to 
policy  and  program  levels  during  the  budget  cycle. 
Adjustment  mechanisms  are  useful  in  an  annual  and  even  more 
so  in  a  biennial  budget. 

A  good  budget  system  must  allow  for  changes.  During 
the  course  of  the  budget  cycle  conditions  change.  This 
often  creates  the  need  for  a  change  in  direction  of  policy 
and  programs. 

'some  adjustment  procedures  are  already  available.  For 
instance*  procedures  for  changing  the  budget  resolution  and 
legislative  veto  can  aid  in  adjusting  policy «  and 
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proc«dur«s  such  as  suppl^nftntals ,  raseissions,  d«f«rrals« 
transfers,  raprogrammings,  and  automatic  adjustnants  for 
tachnical  raaaona  can  aid  in  adjusting  programs. 

Thou^  thsss  adjustmsnt  mechaniams  do  offsr  graatar 
flexibility,  and  can  ba  usaful  tools  during  tha  budgat 
cycla,  if  tha  adjustmsnt  procass  bacomss  simply  a  vahicla 
for  raopaning  decisions «  tha  advantages  it  affords  will  ba 
lost. 

Raopaning  decisions  too  frequently  undermines 
stability.  To  avoid  or  discourage  this,  there  should  be 
specific  procedures  and  someone  responsible  for  managing  the 
adjastment  process,  such  as  the  appropriations  connittees. 
In  considering  this  issue,  ho%raver,  ve  urge  that  tha 
adjustment  process  be  limited  to  matters  that  cannot  avai;t 
the  next  budget  cycle. 

I  wish  to  now  offer  some  thoughts  regarding  t%#o  adjust- 
ment mechanisms  in  particular— indexing  entitlementa  and 
impounding  funda. 

Indexing  ent it laments 

Allowing  the  Congreaa  and  the  Preaidant  flexibility  in 
aetting  cost-of-living  adjuatmenta  for  indexed  entitlements 
through  the  budget  proceaa  %#ould  ultimately  achieve 
increased  control  over  a  major  portion  of  tha  budget*  This 
view  is  baaed  on  tha  following  considerations. 
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1.  Explicitly  ind«x«d  programs  now  account  for 
about  ona  third  of  tha  budgat.  To  axcluda  fron 
considaration  tha  coat-of •living  adjuatnanta 
unnecesaarily  limita  tha  optiona  availabla  to  tha 
Congraas  aa  it  aaaka  waya  to  conatrain  tha  budgat. 

2.  The  indaxation  of  antltlamant  programa  haa 
baan  a  major  factor  in  tha  growth  of  that 
portion  of  tha  budgat  that  ia  uncontrol labia  in  tha 
ahort  run.  Adjuatmanta  to  indaxation  ara«  %ia 
baliava,  indispentabla  if  tha  Congraaa  and  tha 
Praaidant  ara  to  ragain  parmanantly  an  incraaaad 
maasura  of  ahort-run  control  ovar  tha  budgat* 

Ona  baaic  option  availabla  for  adjuating  tha  indaxation 
procasa  would  ba  to  giva  tha  Praaidant  authority  to  modify 
tha  amount  of  tha  indax  through  tha  budgat  procaaa.  Tha 
Prasidant  could  ba  author isad  to  raconroand  a  apacific 
parcantaga  adjuatmant  to  banafit  lavala  that  %#ould  taka 
affact  unlaaa  tha  Congraaa  actad  to  changa  it. 

Claarly,  any  reduction  in  indaxation  could  advaraaly 
affact  tha  livaa  of  truly  naady  racipiants.  Ona  way  of 
overcoming  thia  problem  ia  to  authorise  tha  Praaidant  to  uaa 
differential  ratea  of  indaxation  for  different  programa  or 
at  different  levala  of  income  of  banaf iciariaa .  Tha  overall* 
objective,  however*  ahould  be  to  permit  the  Preaident  and 
the  Congreaa  eadh  year  to  mak^  deciaiona  on  indexation  baaed 
on  budgetary  and  econonie  conaiderationa. 
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Th#  inpoundmant  proc>>» 

Th«  inpoundiMnt  of  funds  has  bssn  a  ■sdhanisa  by  %tfhidh 
ths  sxscutivs  has  trisd  to  adjust  ths  outcooM  of  ths  budgst 
procsss.  Enactnsnt  of  ths  Znpoundnsnt  Control  Act 
const itutsd  an  important  stop  in  ths  Congrsss'  rsasssrtion 
of  greatsr  control  ovsr  ths  Fsdsral  budgst.  Ths  Act 
gsnerally  rsquirss  that  impoundnsnts  bs  rsportsd  to  ths 
Congress  and  givss  ultimata  control  through  sndorssmsnt  or 
denial  of  rsportsd  proposals* 

Thsrs  ars  two  typss  of  impoundnsnts*  rsscissions  and 
deferrals.   Proposals  to  rsscind  budgst  authority  allow  ths 
withholding  of  budgst  authority  for  45  days  of  continuous 
congressional  ssssion  aftsr  ths  day  on  %tfhich  ths  rsqusst  is 
first  rscsivsd  by  ths  Congrsss,  during  which  ths  rsquisi^ 
Isgislation  may  bs  snactsd.  Dsfsrrals  allow  ths  withholding 
of  budget  authority  until  rsjsctsd  by  sithsr  Houss. 
However,  they  may  not  bs  ussd  to  rsscind  by  withholding  for 
ths  sntire  fiscal  ysar  budgst  authority  providsd  only  for 
that  fiscal  ysar. 

Sines  passags  of  ths  Zmpoundmsnt  Control  Act  in  1974, 
GAG  has  bssn  hsavily  involvsd  in  ths  opsration  of  ths  Act, 
as  it  is  ths  agsncy  statutorily  rsspontibls  for  rsviswing 
Pres£dsntial  impoundmsnts.  Spsdifically,  QAO  rscsivss  fron 
ths  Prssidsnt  copiss  of  spscial  msssagss,  containing  ons  or 
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more  proposed  impoundmmnt,m   that,  hm  has  trananittad  to  tha 
Congrass.  As  promptly  as  practicabla,  %ia  iaaua  laqpoundBaiit 
raports  undar  saction  1014  of  tha  Act«  31  U.S.C.  1404,  iihidh 
inform  tha  Congrass  of  tha  facts  surrounding  tha  propoaad 
impoundmants,  including  thair  probabla  affacts'«  Wa  alao 
raport  on  tha  lagal  sufficiancy  of  propoaad  dafarrals. 
Saction  1015,  31  U.S.C.  1405,  authorisas  tha  Con^rollar 
Ganaral  to  raport  to  tha  Congrass  any  impoundmants  that  tha 
Presidant  has  failad  to  raport.  Wa  also  ragard  saction  1015 
as  authorizing  tha  Comptrollar  Ganaral  to  raport  to  tha 
Congress  whan  an  impoundmant  raport  by  tha  Praaidant  haa 
bean  misclassifiad,  a.g.,  a  dafarral  should  hava  baan 
reported  as  a  proposed  rescission.  Section  1016  of  tha  Aet, 
31  U.S.C.  1406,  authorisas  the  Comptroller  General  to  sua 
the  Executive  to  compel  the  release  of  ia^ounded  funda  %man 
such  release  is  required  by  tha  Act. 

In  addition  to  our  reports  on  special  massages,  %ia 
respond  to  congreasional  inquiries  concerning  the  proper 
operation  of  the  Act  and  issue  lagal  opinions  on  issues  of 
general  application  in  tha  impoundmant  area.  Recently,  %ia 
have  experienced  unprecedented  activity  and  congressional 
intereat  in  tha  impoundment  proeaas,  aa  tha  executive  brandh 
makes-  incraaaing  use  of  its  authority  undar  tha  Act  aa  a 
budgetary  tool.  Wa  have  attempted  to  expedite  our  reporta, 
including  those  on  tha  Praaidant 'a  special  maaaagea,  by 
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infomal  discussions  b«tw««n  asabttrs  of  our  l«g«I  and  audit 
staff,  and  agancy  and  ONB  officials. 

Although  wa  baliava  that  tha  basic  framawotk  of  tha 
Act  is  sound,  wa  suggast  considaration  of  an  altamativa 
that  prasarvas  tha  balancad  relationship  batwaan  tha 
axacutiva  and  lagislativa  branchas,  %mila  improving 
oparation  of  tha  Act.  Undar  tha  altarnatlva,  provisions  in 
tha  Impoundmant  Control  Act  concaming  raacisaiona  %#ould  ba 
rapaalad  and  all  withholdings  of  funds  %#ould  ba  prpposad  as 
dafarrals,  with  tha  Praaidant  indicating  %tfhidh  of  tha 
dafarrad  budgat  author itias  ha  wishad  to  hava  raacindad. 
Our  altamativa  %#ould  also  amand  tha  currant  law  (1)  to 
raquira  for  aach  dafarral  of  fiscal  yaar  funds  that  tha 
Praaidant  apacify  a  data  bayond  %tfhich  it  %#ould  ba 
impractical  to  obligate  tha  funda  involved  and  (2)  to 
require  that  the  funda  be  made  available  for  obligation  on 
the  apacifiad  date  if  there  has  been  no  final  legislative 
action  on  a  raqueat  to  hava  budgat  authority  rescinded. 

Our  alternative  retains  two  basic  elementa  of  the 
preaent  Actt   (1)  rescission  %#ould  result  only  with  tha 
concurrence  of  both  Houses  of  Congress  and  (2)  withholdings 
of  budgat  authority  may  ba  defeated  by  either  House. 

'Our  approach  recognises  that  tha  Congress  might  oppose 
a  proposal  to  rescind,  but  support  a  delay  in  the  use  of  tha 
funds.  Present  law  does  not  provide  tha  Congress  with  this 


Digitized  by 


Google 


186 


option.  Administration  of  thm   Act  %rould  te  sii^lifittd  lay 

•liminating  tha  naad  to  distinguish  bst%fssn  dsfsrrals  and 

rescissions  and  by  sliminating  ths  nssd  for  thm   Congress  to 

rsspond  within  a  fixad  tins. 

If  tha  basic  framaworX  of  tha  Act  is  to  ba  ratainad,  %ia 

auggast  a  nunbar  of  raf inamanta  to  straamlina  and  clarify 

ita  operation. 

(1)  Exclude  budget  authority  provided  by  continuing 
raaolution. 

The  practice  of  funding  by  continuing  resolution  has 

effected  the  adroiniatration  of  tha  Act.  In  tha  past  2 

years,  there  has  been  an  unpracadantad  number  of  Inpoundmant 

propoaals  reported  to  the  Congress,  many  of  %^ich  involved 

funds  available  under  continuing  reaolutiona  that  were 

deferred  pending  congreaaional  consideration  of  final    "^ 

funding  lavela.   In  our  1977  report  to  tha  Congreas  on  tha  ' 

Act,  we  recommended  that  budget  authority  provided  by 

continuing  raaolution  ba  excluded  from  tha  Act.  Our 

racomrnandation  was  based  on  tha  distinction  between 

permanent  appropriation  acts,  %#hera  Congress  has  decided  on 

a  final  funding  level,  and  continuing  resolutions,  %^ich  by 

definition  are  interim  measures  and  often  do  not  provide 

specific  amounts  for  specific  programs. 
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(2)  AiMnd  thtt  period  for  congressional  considoration 
of  rascission  proposals  to  60  ealondar  days. 

Undor  saction  1012(b)  of  tha  Act,  31  U.8.C.  1402(b), 
budgat  authority  proposad  for  rascission  aay  ba  witKhald 
from  obligation  during  tha  45-day  pariod  of  ecntinuous 
congrassional  sassion  providad  for  congraatlonal  action  on 
tha  rascission  proposal.  Calculating  tha  pariod  in  this  way 
causas  significant  axtansions  of  tha  proposad  rascission  and 
ita  withholding  pariod  %^an  tha  pariod  is  intarruptad  by 
congraaaional  racaaa.   Furthamora,  it  is  difficult  to 
accurataly  pradict  %rhan  tha  pariod  will  axpira  dua  to  tha 
unpradictability  of  tha  congrassional  schadula. 

Wa  auggaat  that  aactions  1011(3)  and  1012(b)  of  tha 
Act,  31  U.S. C.  1401(3)  and  1402(b),  ba  amsndad  to  provida 
that  tha  pariod  during  %rhich  funda  can  ba  withhald  panditfig. 
congraaaional  approval  of  a  raaciaaion  bill  ba  calculatad  in 
tarms  of  calandar  days.  This  %rould  allow  all  partiaa  to  tha 
inpoundmant  procaas«—Congrass,  tha  axacutiva  branch,  and 
GAG— to  datarmina  at  onca  tha  latast  data  for  withholding 
funda  propoaad  for  rascisaicn. 

(3)  Allow  affirmativa  rajaction  by  ona  Housa  of 
raaciaaion  proposals. 

Undar  tha  prasant  statuta,  tha  only  naans  for  tha 

Congrass  to  rajact  a  raacission  proposal  is  to  allow  tha 

45-day  pariod  to  axpira  without  congrassional  approval  of 

tha  proposal.  Wa  baliava  tha  Act  should  ba  amsndad  to  allow 
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the  Congress  to  rsjsct  a  propos«a  rttseission  without  Witing 

for  ths  statutory  psriod  to  axpira.  This  could  ba  dona  by  a 

simpla  rasolution  of  aithar  Houaa  axpraaaing  its  rajaction 

of  tha  proposad  rascission.   In  our  viaw,  incorporating  aucSi 

a  faatura  into  tha  Act  %rould  minimisa  tha  intact  on  prograna 

of  withholding  funda  propoaad  for  raaciaaion  for  %^idh  no 

rascission  bill  is  paasad. 

(4)  Raquira  tha  Praaidant  to  atipulata  a  data  bayond 
which  dafarrad  fiacal  yaar  budgat  authority  could 
not  ba  prudantly  obligated  • 

Saction  1013(a)(3)  of  tha  Impoandmant  Control  Act,  31 
U.S.C.  1403(a)(3),  raquiraa  tha  Praaidant  to  apacify  in  a 
spacial  massaga  tha  pariod  of  tima  during  which  budgat 
authority  ia  to  ba  dafarrad.  Undar  tha  praaant  procaduraa, 
tha  Praaidant  in  forma  tha  Congr  aaa  aa  to  %^athar  tha 
propoaad  dafarral  will  ba  for  tha  antira  yaar  or  for  part  of 
tha  yaar.  Without  furthar  apacifying  tha  duration  of  a 
dafarral,  a  potential  for  abuaa  axiata  ainca  at  aona  tima 
thay  may  mature  into  da  facto  raaciaaiona  becauaa  of 
limitations  on  the  period  of  availability  of  the  budgat 
authority. 

We  recoonand  that  aactioo  1013  ba  amended  to  require  a 
statement  specifying  how  long  a  dafarral  is  to  last  in  tha 
casa'.of  a  part-of-year  dafarral  and,  in  tha  ease  of  a 
dafarral  propoaad  for  an  antira  yaar,  %fhathar  a  siodlar 
action  is  cootanplatad  for  tha  next  year.  Zn  addition,  tha 
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Act  should  provide  that  at  th«  end  of  thm   spttcified  period 

of  a  proposed  dsfsrral,  ths  Prssidont  should  oithor  roloass 

the  funds  or  notify  ths  Congrsss  thst  ths  funds  will  bs 

withheld  for  an  additional  psriod  of  tias.  Iraplsnsntatioci 

of  this  recomnendation  %#ould  better  inform  the  Congress  of 

the  precise  duration  and  potential  Inpact  of  the  proposed 

deferrals. 

(5)  Provide,  where  the  Comptroller  Oener«I  reports 
that  an  improperly  classified  impoundinent  has 
been  sent  by  the  President,  that  any  tiioe  limits 
Imposed  by  the  Act  be  measured  from  the  date  of 
the  President's  original  proposal.    n   > 

Section  1015  of  the  Act,  31  U.8.C.  1405,  authorises  the 
Comptroller  General  to  file  a  report  to  the  Congress  %^en 
the  President  has  transmitted  a  special  message  but  has 
incorrectly  classified  the  impoundment  proposal.  Althou^ 
the  Act  does  not  specify  a  date,  it  is  our  position  that  any 
time  limits  under  the  Act  connence  on  the  day  after  our 
report  is  received  by  the  Congress. 

We  suggest  that  the  Act  be  amended  to  specify  that  the 
effective  date  is  the  date  of  the  President's  report.  This 
would  discourage  any  attempts  to  lengthen  the  withholding 
period  by  initially  classifying  a  rescission  proposal  as  a 
deferral.  Such  an  amendment  would  also  help  to  clarify  that 
a  Conqptroller  General's  report  that  the  President  should 
have  reported  a  rescission  has  the  same  effect  as  a  special 
rescission  message  transmitted  by  the  President. 
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Fiscal  policy  con«ldTation« 

In  addition  to  thm  budget  proc^aa  and  adniniatrati^pv 
raforma  baing  diacuaaad  in  tha  Congraaa,  thara  ia  anothar 
vary  praaaing  iaaua  Z  would  lika  to  diaeuaa  today.  That  ia 
tha  fact  that  our  aconooy  ia  in  tha  midat  of  a  aavara  ra- 
caaaion;  yat,  wa  paraiat  in  aanding  mixad  aignala  to  tha 
financial  and  buainaaa  conmunitiaa  by  aimultanaously  aodMrae* 
ing  a  raatrictiva  nonatary  policy  and  a  ttljQulativa  fiacal 
policy.  Many  acononiata  pradict  tha  aconoodc  uncartainty 
will  continua.  Tha  conflict  batwaan  nonatary  and  fiacal 
policias  will  incraaaa  aa  futura  budgat  daficita  ovaratinu- 
lata  an  aconcny  alraady  waakanad  by  a  raatrictiva  nonatary 
policy  daaignad  to  aquaasa  out  tha  racant  inflationary 
tranda • 

I  baliava  thara  ia  a  growing  racognition  that  it  ia 
tha  mix  of  fiacal,  nonatary,  and,  at  timaa,  incona  polieiaa 
that  affact  acononic  conditiona.  In  tha  final  analyaia, 
intagration  will  dapand  on  tha  Administration,  tha  Congraaa, 
and  tha  Fadaral  Raaarva  Board  agraaing  on  tha  long-ranga 
goala  and  polieiaa  nacaaaary  to  achiava  thoaa  goala. 

In  raaponaa  to  a  congraaa iona'l  raquaat,  wa  conaultad  a 
wida  ranga  of  aanior  aconomista  and  coovanad  a  panal  of 
axpapta  to  diaeuaa  currant  aconomic  conditiona  and  tha  coata 
and  banafita  of  policy  changaa.  Oovarnnant,  buainaaa  and 
financial  laadara  wara  conaultad  for  thair  parapactivaa  on 
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current  policy,  in  particular  on  tttm  affact  of  bitfh  intaraat 
rataa.  Simulations  wara  run  on  aacroaconoadc  aodala  to  taat 
aavaral  options  for  monatary  and  fiscal  policy. 

Wa  aharad  tha  viaw  that  action  is  naadad  to  raduca 
aubatantially  tha  daficita  projactad  for  futura  yaars.  Wa 
tooX  no  poaition  at  that  tima  on  tha  datailad  ccnpoaition  of 
actions  naadad  to  cloaa  tha  futura  budgat  daficita.  As  a 
practical  mattar,  hovavar,  %fa  baliava  it  will  ba  nacassary 
for  tha  Congraaa  to  conatrain  tha  groiith  of  both  antitla- 
mants  and  dafanaa  apanding,  %rhila  also  ganarating  additional 
ravanuas.  Tharafora,  if  thaaa  daficita  ara  to  ba 
conatrainad  to  lavala  consiatant  with  long-tam  aconoodc 
gro%#th,  avan  graatar  raatraint  will  ba  raquirad  in  othar 
araaa,  or  furthar  incraaaaa  in  ravanuas  bayond  thosa  that 
would  otharwiaa  ba  nacaasary. 

Daapita  concarn  ovar  tha  aiza  of  projactad  budgat 
daficita,  faw  aconomiats  aupport  a  conatitutional  anandmant 
to  raquira  a  balancad  budgat.  This  raflacts  both  a  ganaral 
akapticiaro  that  auch  an  anandmant  %rould  achiava  its  statad 
purpoaa  and  tha  concarn  that,  if  affactiva,  tha  amandmant 
%#ould  conatrain  inapprppriatal'y  tha  Fadaral  Qovarnmant's 
ability  to  carry  out  an  affactiva  aconoodc  policy. 

In  ganaral,  tha  dominant  viaw  supports  an  approach  to 
aconomic  policy  built  around  tha  following  principlaat 
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1.  Policy  should  te  bas«a  on  a  long-run  6bjoctivo  of 
ncMSsrating  inflation. 

2.  Un«iDpIoyiti#nt  should  not  bo  roduood  by  oithor 
•xpansivtt  nonotary  or  fiscal  policy  to  lovols 
whors  inf  latiOTiary  prossurss  aro  ronswsd.  Tho 
•xact  magnitudo  of  a  non- inflationary  unsoqployasnt 
rats  is  ths  subjsct  of  sons  dsbats  among 
sconomists,  but  it  is  now  gsnsrally  thought  to  bs 
substantially  abovs  tha  4  psrcsnt  to  5  psrcsnt 
rats  traditionally  ussd  as  a  bsnchnark. 

3.  Adjustasnts  in  policy  should  ba  gradual  and 
modsrats  so  as  to  minimiss  uncartainty  and 
instability  in  financial  narXsts  and  invsstasnts. 

4.  Long-run  growth  should  bs  a  paranount  goal  in 
policiss  to  stimulats  invsstasnt  in  ths  sconooy. 

5.  Monstary  and  fiscal  policy  should  bs  bassd  on  a 
consistsnt  and  achisvabls  sst  of  long-run  snploy- 
iQsnt,  pries  Isvsl,  and  sconosdc  growth  goals  for 
ths  sconooy* 

In  ths  prsssnt  circumstancss,  thsss.principlss  suggsst 
a  modsrats  sasing  of  monstary  policy  and  a  oonesrtsd  sffort 
to  rsducs  substantially  ths  budgst  deficits  now  projsctsd 
for  ^^seal  ysar  1984  and  bsyond. 
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CLOSING 

Because  the  budget  process  is  so  integral  to  the  way 
Congress  behaves  as  an  institution,  reforming  it  will 
require  a  bipartisan  consehsus  within  the  Congress  and  a 
careful  balancing  of  conflicting  objectives.  I  understand 
your  Committee  has  been  deliberating  with  these 
requirements  in  mind.  Consequently,  this  forum  has  been  an 
excellent  vehicle  for  furthering  the  Congress'  understanding 
both  of  the  issues  and  of  some  innovative  approaches  the 
Congress  might  wish  to  take  toward  simplifying  its  budget 
process,  allowing  more  time  for  the  Congress  to  do  its  %#orX 
and  to  strengthen  discipline  and  enforcement  within  its 
budget  process. 

I  commend  the  Chairman  and  this  Committee  for  the 
thoughtful  effort  which  has  gone  into  initiating  the  lonff 
and  difficult— but  necessary—process  of  improving  the 
congressional  budget  mechanism..  I  offer  %^atever  assistance 
we  can  provide  as  you  continue  with  this  worX. 
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Chairman  Dobcenici.  Senator  Gorton? 

Senator  Gorton.  While  you  have  been  speaking,  I  have  tried  to 
look  through  some  of  the  details  of  your  statement  here  and  super- 
ficially, at  least,  they  seem  to  include  more  a  range  of  options  than 
a  specific  set  of  recommendations  to  us,  although  there  are  the 
latter  as  well. 

If  you  could  prioritize  though  which  are  your  recommendations 
and  give  us  the  one,  two,  or  three  you  consider  most  important,  I 
think  that  would  be  particularly  helpful  to  us. 

BUDGET  PROCESS  NEEDS  MORE  STABUJTY 

Mr.  BowsHER.  Yes.  Your  observation  is  right,  Senator,  and  I 
would  like  to  try  to  do  that  if  I  could. 

No.  1,  I  think,  is  stability.  In  other  words,  I  believe  that  if  we 
could  bring  a  greater  amount  of  stability  into  the  process,  that 
would  go  a  long  way  in  achieving  more  ef^cient  Government  and 
also  more  efficient  operation  of  our  overall  economy  in  this  coun- 
try. I  think  our  States  and  our  imits  in  the  private  sector  that  are 
dependent  on  the  Federal  budget  and  in  the  execution,  you  might 
say,  of  Federal  programs  themselves,  are  being  hurt  by  tiie  lack  of 
stability  that  we  have  in  the  process  right  now,  such  as  these  fund- 
ing gaps.  I  really  think  that  if  we  could  get  away  from  some  of 
what  were  once  thought  to  be  mechanical  hurdles,  that  would  help 
push  the  process  along  or  force  this  kind  of  action  versus  another 
action,  I  think  that  we  would  have  a  much  more  stable  process  and 
this  would  allow  better  Government  operations,  and  also  help  our 
economy.  Because  I  think  the  Federal  budget  has  such  a  big  impact 
on  the  economy,  stability  would  be  one  of  my  No.  1  priorities  for 
your  consideration. 

CONCENTRATE  MORE  TIME  ON  BUDGET  EXECUTION 

I  think  No.  2  might  be  the  need  for  concentrating  more  time  on 
budget  execution.  In  other  words,  how  is  the  executive  branch 
really  spending  this  money.  When  I  was  here  at  the  end  of  Dr.  Riv- 
lin's  testimony,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  hecml  your  comment  about  maybe 
looking  at  the  authorizations  and  the  appropriations  for  more  than 
1  year.  I  remember  when  I  served  as  Assistant  Secretary  of  the 
Navy  for  a  while,  we  literally  had  a  series  of  appropriations,  some 
of  which  were  annual  appropriations,  some  of  which  were  mul- 
tiyecu*  appropriations,  but  we  went  through  the  process  repeatedly. 
I  tell  you  there  is  a  lot  of  wasted  time  in  the  executive  branch  as 
there  is  also  over  here  in  the  C!ongress.  Instead  of  recycling  deci- 
sions on  many  of  these  programs,  I  think  you  should  really  be  look- 
ing more  at  how  it  is  being  carried  out.  And  I  think  more  congres- 
sional oversight  is  needed.  More  time  is  needed  for  that  on  how  the 
executive  branch  is  carrying  programs  out  and  less  recycling  the 
basic  decisions.  Let  me  give  you  an  example. 

Once  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  his  people  make  a  decision  for 
a  mcgor  weapon  system,  and  the  C!ongress  niakes  that  decision,  too, 
I  think  the  important  thing  is  concentrating  on  how  well  the  serv- 
ices are  carrying  out  the  execution  of  that  program.  We  should  not 
constantly  relook  as  to  whether  you  want  that  weapon  system 
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again,  which  I  think  so  often  is  where  the  focus  gets  when  you 
have  an  annual  review. 

SIMPUFY  IMPOUNDMENT  AREA 

I  think  the  impoundment  area  is  one,  also,  that  we  would  like 
you  to  consider.  Because  we  have  to  spend  a  lot  of  time  making  a 
decision  on  whether  it  is  a  rescission  or  a  deferral,  and  I  am  not 
sure  that  was  intended  when  that  process  was  put  in  initially.  We 
have  suggested  a  simpler  approach  which  we  think  might  go  to 
what  originally  was  intended.  I  think  with  the  experience  that  we 
have  had  now  for  several  years,  we  believe  that  this  is  the  kind  of 
hurdle  and  the  kind  of  instability  that  we  bring  to  a  program.  If  we 
look  for  a  way  of  simplifying  the  procedure,  it  could  help  every- 
body. 

Senator  Gorton.  Thank  you. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Chairman  Domenici.  Senator  Quayle? 

BIENNIAL  BUDGETING 

Senator  Quayle.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  was  just  going  through  your  testimony  on  the  biennial  budget.  I 
think  your  statement,  on  page  9,^  certainly  summarizes  the  rea- 
sons it  is  needed;  allow  more  time  for  congressional  decisionmaking 
and  oversight;  reduce  the  number  of  times  the  Congress  must  act 
on  the  same  programs;  provide  more  time  for  long-range  planning; 
and  provide  an  opportunity  for  better  budget  anal3rsis,  financial 
and  operational  planning,  budget  execution,  and  program  review 
by  both  the  Congress  and  the  executive  branch. 

I  notice  that  you  said  you  testified  on  S.  2629.  Is  that  Senator 
Roth's  bill? 

Mr.  BowsHER.  Yes. 

CONSIDER  APPROPRIATIONS  IN  FIRST  YEAR 

Senator  Quayle.  And  in  that,  I  guess  appropriations  are  in  the 
first  year? 

Mr.  BowsHER.  That  is  correct. 

Senator  Quayle.  I  understand  from  casual  reading  that  your 
main  objection  to  putting  the  appropriations  in  the  second  session 
of  Congress  is,  as  our  chairman  pointed  out,  the  advantage  of 
having  it  as  far  away  from  elections  as  possible.  Is  that  the  main 
objection  to  having  the  appropriations  in  the  second  year? 

Mr.  BowsHER.  Also  the  timing.  If  you  have  it  in  the  second  year, 
you  could  easily  slip  into  the  problem  that  we  have  at  this  time. 

In  other  words,  we  changed  the  fiscal  year  so  that  we  would  not 
have  to  go  to  continuing  resolutions.  I  think  if  you  have  the  appro- 
priations at  the  end  of  your  2-year  process,  you  could  end  up 
having  a  2-year  process  and  still  be  on  a  continuing  resolution.  I 
think  having  it  in  the  first  year,  because  of  the  off  election  yecu*, 
and  the  fact  that  you  want  to  get  it  done,  and  even  if  you  did  not 
get  it  done,  at  least  then  you  are  not  quite  into  the  next  fiscal  year. 
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it  would  give  you  some  flexibility  at  the  end  of  that  first  year.  So 
those  are  the  two  main  reasons  that  I  would  strongly  urge  ocmod- 
eration  if  you  go  to  a  biennial  budget  of  getting  the  appropriatknu 
in  the  first  year. 

POLITICAL  WILL  TO  TACKLE  APPROPRIATIONS  BILLS  BKFORB  KLBCnON 

Senator  Quaylb.  There  would  be  some  merit  to  it  if  in  fact  it 
could  be  accomplished,  given  the  fact  that  spending  Mils  have 
always  been  done  right  before  elections;  they  are  probably  always 
going  to  be  done  before  elections.  Same  as  tax  bills.  Nonnally  it  is 
tax  reduction  rather  than  tax  "equity."  Isn't  that  what  we  caU  it 
this  year?  Expanding  the  revenue  base,  tax  equity.  Usually  it  is  tax 
reduction.  We  really  must  face  reality;  we  are  going  to  have  appro- 
priations in  the  second  year  whether  we  put  it  in  the  first  year  or 
not.  Word  was  mentioned  here  this  morning  that  it  is  the  pcditical 
will  that  counts;  the  political  will  dictates  that  we  ¥nll  tackle  i^ 
propriations  bills  right  before  we  prepare  to  run  for  election. 
Therefore,  I  opt  for  a  system  that  will  get  as  much  data  and  infor- 
mation and  momentimi  into  a  resolution,  having  some  policy,  over- 
sight, and  authorization  decisions  already  being  made  befcMre  the 
appropriators  b^in  to  appropriate,  and  allowing  a  little  bit  more 
leeway. 

In  other  words,  if  there  is  any  other  reason  outside  the  political 
issue,  I  wish  you  would  share  it  with  us.  Why  else  should  appropri- 
ations be  in  the  first  year?  But  I  guess  that  is  basically  it 

Mr.  BowsHER.  Basically  it  is  to  try  to  get  appropriatioiis  passed. 
You  see,  with  his  bill,  he  goes  to  a  calendar  year  so  you  get  some 
additional  time  there.  So  you  have  a  full  year,  you  mi^t  say*  to 
try  to  get  the  process  through.  I  would  think  that,  with  the  other 
features  in  it,  it  might  be  doable. 

OTOPGAP  BIEASURES 

Senator  Quatls.  C!ould  you  give  us  a  little  bit  more  discussion  as 
to  how  these  stopgap  fundings  measures  affect  efficiency  in  Gov- 
ernment? 

Mr.  BowsHER.  Well,  I  think  they  cause  a  lot  of  problems  because 
each  time  that  we  have  them,  we  have  an  awfiil  lot  of  peofie  that 
are  having  to  worry  about  posmbly  shutting  down  the  GovaTunent 
rather  than  continuing  operations.  One  of  the  problems,  I  think* 
that  we  have  today  is  that  people  do  not  know  where  they  stand  in 
regard  to  programs  of  the  Fedeial  Government.  They  think  the  pro- 
gram is  going  to  go  on,  they  think  it  is  going  to  go  at  this  level,  but 
they  are  not  sure.  And  each  time  we  have  one  of  these  funding 
gaps^  we  have  more  uncertainty  and  more  loss  of  what  I  woold^w 
efficient  use  of  our  work  force  in  the  Federal  Government,  and  also 
in  the  private  sector. 

I  thmk  there  is  a  lot  of  that.  When  I  was  back  in  the  private 
sector,  I  worked  with  a  fair  number  of  State  and  local  goveniF 
ments.  They  are  dependent  on  the  Federal  budget.  The  mare  uncer- 
tainty and  the  more  these  funding  gaps  and  everjrthing  that  we 
have  at  the  Federal  level,  the  more  it  inakes  it  difficult  for  them  to 
do  their  jobs. 
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Senator  Quayle.  By  making  it  more  difficult  for  them  to  do  their 
job,  don't  they  lead  to  inefficient  expenditure  of  the  taxpayers*  dol- 
lars? 

Mr.  BowsHER.  Yes. 

GOVERNMENT  COSTS  OF  FUNDING  GAPS 

Senator  Quayle.  Has  anyone  done  a  study  to  see  what  this  costs 
the  Government? 

Mr.  Bowsher.  Yes,  we  have  done  a  study,  but  we  have  never 
really  been  able  to  get  what  I  think  is  the  toted  cost.  In  other 
worc&,  it  is  very  hard  to  know  where  people  are  spending  their 
time  as  they  are  coming  up  to  these  kinds  of  funding  gaps.  But,  we 
have  done  studies  and  we  could  send  them  over  to  your  ofRce,  Sen- 
ator. We  would  be  happy  to  do  that. 

Senator  Quayle.  Is  there  any  kind  of  a  ball  park  guesstimate  as 
to  the  cost  of  the  continuing  resolution  that  we  are  going  to  be 
faced  with  next  week — December  15,  is  that  what  we  have  agreed? 

Chairman  Domenici.  I  do  not  know  if  they  have  agreed.  I  think 
that  is  the  suggestion. 

Senator  Quayle.  And  then  put  a  March  30  date  on  there? 

Mr.  Bowsher.  Yes. 

Senator  Quayle.  Do  you  have  any  way,  from  a  program  evalua- 
tion viewpoint,  what  is  the  continuing  resolution  really  going  to 
cost,  that  is,  additional  costs  to  deal  with  these  programs? 

Mr.  Bowsher.  Let  me  send  you  over  the  material  that  we  have 
done,  but  obviously  offhand  I  would  not  want  to  throw  out  a  figure 
right  now. 

Senator  Quayle.  But  there  is  no  doubt  that  it  is  costing  us  a  con- 
siderable amount  of  money? 

Mr.  Bowsher.  Yes. 

Senator  Quayle.  What  about  the  current  process? 

Mr.  Bowsher.  I  do  not  know  whether  you  are  aware.  Senator, 
but  some  years  back  the  decision  that  ruled  on  these  situations  was 
the  Comptroller  General's  decision.  We  took  the  position  that  it 
was  the  congressional  intent  for  Government  to  continue.  In  Presi- 
dent Carter's  administration  they  asked  the  Attorney  General  for  a 
ruling,  and  he  took  a  stricter  view  and  that  is  the  one  that  every- 
body is  abiding  by  now. 

I  think  the  Congress  ought  to  reconsider  that.  I  really  think  that 
the  idea  that  we  have  to  have  that  strict  of  an  interpretation  ought 
to  be  looked  at.  One  of  the  things  that  we  said  in  this  statement  is 
whether  you  would  not  want  to  consider  some  kind  of  a  continuing 
authority  for  the  Government  when  you  hit  some  of  these  areas. 
But  I  really  think  the  Civiletti  opinion  is  t3rpical  of  the  type  of  deci- 
sions and  some  of  the  hurdles  that  have  been  put  into  the  process, 
thinking  that  they  would  force  Congress  to  act  and  move  ahead. 
Over  the  long  run,  and  what  you  have  now,  are  too  many  hurdles 
in  the  process  rather  than  a  sustained,  stabilized  process. 

Senator  Quayle.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  I  am 
interested  in  trying  to  get  a  figure  on  what  these  continuing  resolu- 
tions cost. 

Mr.  Bowsher.  We  will  send  you  the  material  that  we  have 
worked  on. 
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EXCLUDE  BUDGET  AUTHORITY  UNDER  CONTINUING  RESOLUTION  FROM 

IMPOUNDBfENT 

Chairman  Domenici.  Mr.  Bowsher,  I  have  a  question  on  the  issue 
of  impoundment,  and  then  I  would  like  to  discuss  the  continuing 
resolutions  with  you. 

In  your  testimony,  you  indicate  that  one  of  your  recommenda- 
tions, I  think  it  is  found  on  pages  41  to  44,^  that  we  exclude  the 
budget  authority  under  a  continuing  resolution  from  impound- 
ment. 

I  do  not  understand  why  you  would  recommend  that. 

Mr.  BowsHER.  Well,  again,  we  think  that  the  Ciongress,  when  it 
is  operating  under  a  continuing  resolution,  wants  the  operations  of 
the  Government  to  go  forward.  When  impoundment  actions  come 
over  right  away,  we  are  working  on  things  that  hopefully  would  be 
resolved  very  shortly.  So  again,  we  have  all  kinds  of  efforts  going 
on  that  might  eventually  get  decided  by  the  Congress. 

Now  that  is  on  the  assumption  that  we  will  not  be  going  all  year 
on  continuing  resolutions.  If  we  are  going  to  continue  the  pattern 
that  we  have  been  in  the  last  couple  of  years,  I  am  not  sure  that 
this  is  a  good  recommendation.  But  if  we  could 

Chairman  Domenici.  That  is  my  question. 

Mr.  BowsHER.  Yes.  If  we  could  get  the  continuing  resolutions 
down  to  a  reasonable  number  of  da3rs,  then  I  think  this  would  be  a 
simplifying  procedure. 

REASONS  FOR  CONTINUING  RESOLUTIONS 

Chairman  Domenici.  You  know,  we  all  talk  about  continuing  res- 
olutions as  some  kind  of  nemesis  and  we  seem  to  be  suggesting  that 
there  is  one  single  reason  for  them  and  that  it  is  the  process  that 
imposes  on  the  appropriators  such  a  short  timeframe  that  we 
cannot  get  anything  done. 

r wonder  who  would  have  the  basic  skill  to  go  back  and  tell  us,  in 
a  credible  way,  why  continuing  resolutions  were  the  order  of  the 
day  for  the  last  10  years?  Do  you  think  you  could  do  that? 

I  think  that  we  are  way  off  base  in  assiuning  that  continuing  res- 
olutions have  resulted  from  one  single  reason.  It  is  being  implied 
recently  that  the  reasons  are  budgetary. 

Mr.  BowsHER.  Yes. 

Chairman  Domenici.  I  think  I  would  admit,  without  anybody 
checking,  that  last  year  it  was.  I  have  a  serious  doubt  that  it  is  this 
year. 

Mr.  BowsHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  let  us  give  that 

Chairman  Domenici.  It  has  been  2V&  half  months  since  the  first 
budget  resolution,  and  my  understanding  is  that  we  have  not 
passed  any  appropriations  bills  in  both  Houses.  Now,  that  has  noth- 
ing to  do  with  any  process,  I  do  not  think,  other  than  the  appropri- 
ation process. 

My  further  recollection  is  that  3  years  out  of  the  10  that  I  have 
been  here,  four-tenths  or  more  of  the  Government  was  on  a  con- 
tinuing resolution  and,  lo  and  behold,  it  had  to  do  with  nothing 
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more  than  l^islating  on  appropriation  bills,  to  wit,  abortion  and 
school  prayer. 

Mr.  BowsHER.  That  is  correct,  Mr.  Chairman,  yes. 

Chairman  Domenici.  I  do  not  think  you  cure  any  of  those  with 
the  process. 

Mr.  BowsHER.  Yes.  It  might  be  very  helpful,  and  let  us  see  if  we 
could  do  something  like  that  and  we  will  be  back  to  you. 

Chairman  Domenici.  You  will  do  that  for  us  and  consider  it  to  be 
an  addition  to  your  testimony? 

Take  10  years.  How  old  is  the  Budget  Act?  Take  the  Budget  Act, 
1974. 

Mr.  BowsHER.  1974,  right. 

Chairman  Domenici.  And  go  up  to  now  and  search  the 

Mr.  BowsHER.  Would  you  want  us  to  go  back  a  few  years  before 
the  Budget  Act?  Because  we  had  continuing  resolutions  then. 

Chairman  Domenici.  Excellent.  And  go  back  and  pick  a  few 
years  before  and  give  this  committee  the  benefit  of  your  reasoning 
as  to  why  we  had  them,  as  best  you  can,  and  there  may  be  multiple 
reasons. 

Mr.  BowsHER.  Sure. 

Chairman  Domenici.  We  would  want  them. 

I  think  last  year  there  was  great  confusion  over  what  the  mark 
was  and  what  the  President  wanted  and  what  the  budget  resolu- 
tion anticipated,  and  that  is  understandable.  It  was  a  very,  very 
complex  resolution,  as  you  know,  probably  the  most  complex  in  his- 
tory. 

This  year  it  has  been  2y2  months  between  the  resolution  and 
now,  four — you  can  certainly  pick  out  four  or  five  that  we  went  3 
weeks  in  the  Senate  on  either  filibuster  posture,  constant  debate  on 
either  school  prayer  or  abortion,  and  then  the  conference  could  not 
resolve  the  issue.  And  when  they  resolved  it  one  time,  the  Congress 
would  not  accept  their  resolution,  and  that  will  be  in  the  record.  I 
think  it  would  be  interesting  to  have  that  all  documented,  if  you 
could. 

Mr.  BowsHER.  We  will  try  to  do  that.^ 

CBO  AND  GAG  STUDIES 

Chairman  Domenici.  Anybody  have  any  further  questions? 

I  have  one  last  one. 

Do  you  see  any  growing  conflict  between  the  Congressional 
Budget  Office  type  studies  and  the  kind  that  you  feel  the  GAO  is 
supposed  to  do? 

Mr.  Bgwsher.  From  time  to  time  we  look  at  some  of  their  work 
and  we  look  at  some  of  our  work  and  we  say,  whoops,  are  we  dupli- 
cating? 

Generally,  when  we  push  in  there  and  find  out  exactly  what  they 
did  and  exactly  what  we  did,  it  is  not  duplication,  and  we  try  to 
avoid  it. 

In  other  words,  as  soon  as  we  see  any  possible  duplication  with 
either  CRS,  CBO,  and  ourselves,  we  try  to  meet  with  them  and 
make  sure  that  that  duplication  is  not  happening.  I  think  the  B-1 
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bomber  is  one  of  the  best  examples.  Last  year,  we  were  asked  by 
the  Congress  to  look  at  the  estimate  of  the  Air  Force  and  come  up 
with  what  we  thought  had  been  left  out.  We  pointed  out  some 
things  that  we  thought  had  been  left  out.  Then  the  C!ongress  asked 
CBO  to  price  that  out  in  escalated  dollars.  They  did  and  they  startr 
ed  with  the  GAO  configuration,  you  might  say.  But  reading  the 
newspapers,  you  could  easily  get  the  idea  that  there  was  a  GAO 
study  on  the  B-1  bomber  and  a  CBO  study  on  the  B-1  bomber,  and 
they  were  duplicative.  They  were  really  one  adding  on  to  the  other. 

It  is  a  constant  problem  that  I  think  we  have  to  work  on.  It  is 
one  that  we  want  to  avoid.  I  have  met  with  Alice  and  Gil  Gude  and 
everybody,  and  although  I  would  say  in  any  given  year  we  probably 
have  some  dupUcation,  I  can  assure  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  we 
are  trying  to  avoid  it  and  trying  to  be  complementary  to  each  other 
rather  than 

Chairman  Dobcenici.  Is  there  upfront  information  between  the 
two  of  you  as  to  what  you  are  starting  to  do?  Do  you  know  what 
they  are  undertaking  in  Congress? 

Mr.  BowsHER.  Yes. 

Chairman  Domenici.  So  you  have  an  opportunity  right  then  to 
say  it  is  something  that  we  ought  to  do  or  if  you  do  it,  we  will  not? 

Mr.  BowsHER.  That  is  right. 

Chairman  Domenici.  I  have  no  further  questions. 

Senator  Gorton,  do  you  have  any  further  questions? 

Senator  Gorton.  No. 

Chairman  Domenici.  How  long  do  you  think  it  will  take  you  and 
your  staff  to  do  that  anal3rsis? 

Mr.  BowsHER.  We  will  call  you  this  afternoon.  We  will  put  our 
heads  together  here.  I  would  not  think  it  would  be  too  long. 

Chairman  Dobcenici.  You  will  let  us  know  this  afternoon? 

Mr.  Bowsher.  Ken  Hunter  says  a  week. 

Chairman  Dobcenici.  A  week.  Boy,  that  is  great  if  you  can  do  it 
in  a  week.  That  is  great.  We  will  give  you  10  days. 

KEY  PRIORTTY  IS  SIMPUCFTY 

Mr.  BowsHER.  If  I  could  just  make  one  last  statement,  going  back 
to  Senator  Grorton's  question  to  me.  The  key  priority,  I  think,  I 
keep  in  mind  all  the  way  through  this  process,  is  simplicity.  Try  to 
make  the  process  somewhat  simpler  and  a  more  continuing  flow 
rather  tlum  more  complicated.  That  is  true  in  the  executive 
branch,  too. 

I  really  think  that  a  lot  of  the  problems  that  we  have  in  our  Fed- 
eral Government  activities  is  that  we  have  made  some  of  our  proc- 
esses just  too  complicated  and  we  are  not  allowing  the  people  time 
to  execute  the  programs  the  way  they  should. 

Chairman  Domenici.  I  thank  you. 

We  stand  in  recess. 

[Whereupon,  at  11:33  a.m.,  the  committee  adjourned,  subject  to 
the  call  of  the  Chair.] 
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PROPOSED  IMPROVEMENTS  IN  THE 
CONGRESSIONAL  BUDGET  ACT  OF  1974 


THURSDAY,  SEPTEMBER  23,  1982 

U.S.  Senate, 

C!OMMITTEE  ON  THE  BUDGET, 

Washington,  D.C. 

The  committee  met,  at  9:38  a.m.,  in  room  6202,  Dirksen  Senate 
Office  Building,  Hon.  Pete  V.  Domenici  (chairman)  presiding. 

Present:  Senators  Domenici,  Gorton,  and  Metzenbaum. 

Staff  present:  Robert  Fulton,  chief  counsel;  Nell  Payne,  staff  at- 
torney; and  Lizabeth  Tankersley,  minority  staff  director. 

OPENING  STATEMENT  OF  CHAIRMAN  DOMENICI 

Chairman  DoMENia.  This  morning  we  begin  the  fourth  day  of 
hearings  on  possible  reforms  in  the  Federal  budget  process.  Our 
witnesses  today  are  Members  of  the  Senate,  and  some  of  the  mem- 
bers of  this  committee.  Each  of  them  have  introduced  legislation  in 
this  Congress  proposing  changes  in  the  budget  process  and  the 
Budget  Act,  all,  from  what  I  can  tell,  with  the  laudable  intention  of 
strengthening  the  process  in  which  Congress  makes  its  fiscal  and 
budgetary  decisions. 

It  is  my  distinct  privilege  to  welcome  as  our  leadoff  Senate  wit- 
ness. Senator  Bill  Roth,  the  chairman  of  the  Governmental  Affairs 
Committee. 

Senator  Roth,  we  are  delighted  to  have  you,  and  we  are  most  ap- 
preciative of  not  only  your  dedicated  work,  but  that  of  your  com- 
mittee and  your  staff.  We  know  we  are  going  to  have  to  do  some- 
thing with  the  Budget  Act  sooner  or  later,  and  frankly,  I  am 
pleased  that  you  are  in  charge  of  the  Governmental  Affairs  Com- 
mittee because  I  know  that  if  we  get  any  reform,  it  will  be  respon- 
sible and  moving  in  the  right  direction,  and  I  welcome  you. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  WILLIAM  V.  ROTH,  JR,  A  U.S.  SENATOR 
FROM  THE  STATE  OF  DELAWARE,  AND  CHAIRMAN,  SENATE 
GOVERNMENTAL  AFFAIRS  COMMITTEE 

Senator  Roth.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  a  great  pleasure  to  be  here  today  to  discuss 
my  legislation,  S.  2629.^  As  chairman  of  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Governmental  Affairs,  which  of  course  shares  jurisdiction  over  the 
Budget  Act  with  you,  I  welcome  our  joint  participation  in  the  ex- 
amination of  the  1974  act. 
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Before  I  begin  my  remarks  today,  I  would  like  to  congratulate 
you,  Mr.  Chairman,  as  well  as  the  members  of  this  committee  for 
the  exemplary  way  in  which  you  have  served  the  Senate,  the  Con- 
gress, and  the  American  people.  Your  hard  work  and  dedication 
has  set  high  standards  for  the  rest  of  the  Congress  and  for  the  Con- 
gresses that  will  follow.  I  would  like  to  emphasize  mv  appreciation 
to  the  chairman  of  this  committee  in  particular  for  all  of  his  assist- 
ance and  guidance  last  month  in  our  reconciliation  subconference. 
I  cannot  overstate  the  value  of  your  contribution  to  the  resolution 
of  the  issues,  or  my  appreciation  for  your  help.  The  Senate  Budget 
Committee  will  never  have  a  more  able,  dedicated  chairman. 

Chairman  Domenici.  Thank  you  very  much. 

STREAMLINE  PROCESS  SOON 

Senator  Roth.  In  addition  to  the  obvious  role  assigned  to  this 
committee  to  work  within  the  budget  process,  I  believe  the  sensi- 
tive and  responsible  conduct  of  this  committee  has  helped  to  pro- 
tect the  budget  process  itself.  As  I  have  said  many  times,  I  strongly 
believe  that  our  current  budget  process  is  a  vast  improvement  over 
the  chaos  which  existed  before  its  enactment.  However,  I  do  see 
ample  room  for  improvement. 

I  will  discuss  the  major  problems  I  find  in  the  current  process  in 
a  moment,  but  first,  I  want  to  consider  with  you  the  fundamental 
question  of  whether  this  is  the  right  time  for  the  revision  of  the 
Budget  Act.  Should  we  amend  the  process  in  a  time  of  policy  tur- 
moil, or  should  we  wait  until  the  storm  subsides?  My  response  to 
this  question  is  that  if  we  do  not  move  soon  to  streamline  the  cum- 
bersome aspects  of  this  process,  we  run  the  danger  of  seeing  it 
abandoned  altogether.  In  the  next  few  years,  we  will  be  faced  with 
a  multitude  of  difficult,  complex  policy  decisions.  There  is  no  ques- 
tion that  to  address  the  problem  of  the  burgeoning  deficits,  hard 
choices  will  be  required  of  the  Congress. 

Frankly,  my  le^lation  is  not  designed  to  be  an  economic  cureall. 
It  would,  however,  allow  us  to  make  the  necessary  decisions  in  a 
more  logical,  rational  way.  The  budget  process  has  evolved  as  the 
fundamental  process  for  setting  national  priorities.  This  is  certain- 
ly one  of  the  central  roles  Congress  performs,  but  it  is  not,  or 
should  not  be,  the  only  function  of  Congress.  My  legislation  would 
set  a  realistic  timetable  for  the  Congress  to  make  the  essential 
spending  decisions  while  allowing  time  for  our  other  duties  and  re- 
^nsibuities.  It  would  help  provide  much  needed  certainty  to  the 
financial  markets  and  the  rest  of  the  country. 

CURRENT  PROCESS  PROBLEBfS 

Last  October,  I  convened  hearings  in  the  Governmental  Affairs 
Committee  to  explore  some  of  the  problems  of  the  current  process. 
In  addition  to  vour  insightful  testimony,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  heard 
the  concerns  of  several  Members  of  Congress  and  other  individuals 
with  expertise  in  this  area. 

The  problems  we  discussed  last  October  have  not  gone  away.  In 
some  -ways,  they  are  worse.  Since  our  hearings  last  year,  we  have 
witnessea  the  November  1981  continuing  resolution  spectacle, 
when  the  Government  ran  out  of  money.  And,  here  we  are  at  the 
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end  of  September  with  not  even  one  appropriation  bill  through  the 
Congress.  During  the  past  5  years,  not  only  has  Congress  not  been 
able  to  pass  the  13  appropriations  bills  within  the  Budget  Act  dead- 
line, all  13  were  not  even  passed  by  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year  they 
were  intended  to  fiind. 

In  the  past  5  years,  Congress  has  not  been  able  even  once  to 
meet  the  deadline  for  the  passage  of  the  first  budget  resolution. 
The  second  budget  resolution  has  been  adopted  more  than  2 
months  after  the  September  deadline  for  the  past  3  years,  well 
aft;er  the  start  of  the  fiscal  year  for  which  they  were  passed. 

Now,  Congress  may  be  unable  to  meet  these  deadlines  partly  be- 
cause of  the  lack  of  consensus  on  many  of  the  fiscal  policy  issues.  I 
submit,  however,  that  Congr^  will  not  maintain  a  process  that 
C€mnot  accommodate  the  inevitable  conflicts  which  will  arise  in  a 
politically  charged  environment.  A  budget  process  which  works 
only  in  periods  of  relative  consensus  will  not  survive. 

TOO  MUCH  TIME  DEVOTED  TO  SOMETIMES  REDUNDANT  DECISIONS 

I  believe  it  is  increasingly  clecu:  that  Congress  attempts  to  make 
too  many  decisions  each  year  and  that  many  of  these  decisions  are 
redundant.  Last  year,  which  I  assert  was  tjrpical  rather  than  un- 
usual. Congress  passed  a  revised  second  budget  resolution  for  fiscal 
1981,  a  first  budget  resolution  for  fiscal  1982,  a  budget  reconcili- 
ation bill,  several  appropriations  bills,  two  continuing  resolutions,  a 
second  budget  resolution,  and  a  supplemental  appropriations  bill.  It 
is  easy  to  jsee  how  these  measures,  Mr.  Chairman,  dominated  the 
congressional  schedule.  I  contend  that  many  of  these  decisions  are 
matters  which  could  Ic^cally  be  combined  or  eliminated. 

The  extraordinary  number  of  decisions  required  by  the  Budget 
Act  effectively  confuse  much  of  Congress,  and  obviously  much  of 
the  Nation,  with  regard  to  the  condition  of  the  economy.  How  can 
the  public  hold  us  accountable  for  our  budget  decisions  when  we 
consider  at  least  three  different  budgets  to  fund  a  given  year?  It  is 
confusing  enough  when  we  must  constantly  make  necessary  policy 
revisions.  But  in  terms  of  the  efficient  use  of  congressional  time,  to 
pass  two,  or  more  likely  three  budgets  for  one  fiscal  year  along 
with  all  the  other  spending  measures,  makes  little  sense. 

This  preoccupation  of  Congress  with  the  budget  process,  includ- 
ing appropriations  each  vear,  also  has  the  effect  of  physically  limit- 
ing other  business  which  Congress  must  consider.  By  devoting  so 
much  congressional  time  to  sometimes  redundant  decisions,  there 
is  often  not  enough  time  left  to  consider  other  fundamentally  im- 
portant policy  issues.  Issues  such  as  national  defense  and  foreign 
policy,  for  example,  are  extremely  complex,  yet  crucial  to  our 
Nation.  Of  course,  the  Federal  budget  will  always  be  an  arena  for 
decision  in  these  areas.  What  concerns  me,  however,  is  that  be- 
cause of  spending  time  on  budget  decisions,  Congress  will  not  have 
sufficient  time  to  do  the  ^oundwork  to  make  informed,  well-con- 
sidered decisions  on  these  issues.  The  same  is  true,  of  course,  with 
respect  to  oversight. 

Now,  the  profuLsion  of  activity  which  precludes  so  many  crucial 
congressional  activities  also  obscures  the  basic  purpose  of  a  budget 
process:  to  establish  limits  on  Federal  spending  and  revenues.  Tlie 
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budget  process  has  not  been  as  effective  as  it  could  be  in  enabling 
the  Congress  to  control  the  Federal  budget. 

As  a  result  of  the  hearings  last  October,  I  formulated  a  compre- 
hensive revision  of  the  congressional  budget  process.  This  legisla- 
tion is  designed  to  address  these  concerns,  making  needed  mo£fica- 
tions  while  retaining  the  strengths  of  the  existing  budget  process. 

TWO-YEAR  BUDGET  CYCLE 

Briefly,  my  legislation,  the  Budget  Reform  Act  of  1982,  would  es- 
tablish a  2-year  budget  cycle.  The  first  session  of  each  Congress 
would  be  devoted  to  budget  and  appropriations.  Early  in  the  yeeur, 
the  Congress  would  agree  to  a  single  binding  budget  resolution, 
which  would  prescribe  spending  and  revenue  limits  for  the  2-year 
period  beginning  in  the  next  January.  Within  the  framework  of  the 
budget  resolution,  the  Congress  would  then  approve  an  onmibus 
appropriations  bill,  which  would  combine  the  13  annual  appropri- 
ations bills  into  1  2-year  bill.  The  second  session  of  each  Congress 
would  be  devoted  to  considering  authorizations  and  to  oversight  ac- 
tivities. 

S.  2629  would  allow  each  new  President  and  Congress  to  put 
their  policies  into  place  in  the  first  year  of  their  respective  terms. 
Under  S.  2629,  bucket  policy  would  go  into  effect  in  the  second  ses- 
sion of  each  term,  as  it  now  does  under  normal  circumstances.  I  be- 
lieve this  approach  to  a  biennial  timetable  would  promote  account- 
ability to  the  public  for  budget  decisions.  Under  alternative  timeta- 
bles, budget  decisions  would  not  actually  go  into  effect  until  the 
election  of  the  next  Congress. 

In  order  to  enforce  these  spending  decisions,  reconciliation  would 
be  permitted  any  time  after  the  binding  budget  resolution  was 
passed.  If  budget  conditions  drastically  changed,  the  budget  resolu- 
tion could  be  revised  by  a  two-thirds  vote  of  the  Congress.  The  pur- 
pose of  this  provision  is  to  force  the  Congress  to  review  its  spending 
habits  and  perhaps  revise  priorities  instead  of  routinely  revising 
the  budget  every  time  the  wind  changes. 

My  legislation  would  improve  congressional  control  over  the  Fed- 
eral budget.  S.  2629  would  bring  spending  of  off-budget  agencies 
into  the  unified  budget.  My  bill  does  not  encompass  a  credit  budget 
format,  although  it  would  certainly  not  preclude  it.  I  know  that 
Senator  Percy  and  others  have  done  extensive  work  in  this  area, 
and  I  believe  it  has  great  merit. 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  Chairman,  my  legislation  would  strecmdine 
the  cumbersome  aspects  of  the  current  process  while  strengthening 
the  overall  control  of  the  Congress  over  the  Federal  budget.  S.  2629 
would  provide  us  with  more  time  for  oversight  and  for  careful 
review  of  authorizations.  Recipients  of  Federal  funds  would  have  a 
clearer  basis  for  planning,  a  most  important  point,  in  my  judgment 
Stability  and  coherence  would  be  promoted  in  the  broad  framework 
of  our  fiscal  policy  decisions. 

Last  month,  Alice  Rivlin,  Director  of  the  Congressional  Budget 
Office,  and  Charles  Bo¥n3her,  Comptroller  Genercd,  testified  before 
the  Governmental  Affairs  Committee  on  my  Iq^ation.  Their  testi- 
mony on  S.  2629  was  very  favorable. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


205 

As  chairman  of  the  Governmental  Affairs  Committee,  which  has 
jurisdiction  over  changes  in  the  Budget  Act  along  with  this  com- 
mittee, I  believe  S.  2629  embodies  the  direction  in  which  we  need  to 
progress  on  budget  reform.  I  hope  to  hold  additional  hearings  early 
next  ye€u:  on  this  proposal.  I  would  hope  the  Governmental  Affairs 
Committee  would  report  a  comprehensive  budget  reform  measure 
e€u:ly  next  year. 

I  hope  we  can  continue  to  work  closely  with  the  leadership  and 
members  of  this  committee  to  formulate  the  needed  change  in  this 
area.  Clecurly,  as  key  players  in  the  process,  this  committee  has  a 
fundamental  contribution  to  make  to  any  ultimate  reform,  and  I 
know  we  will  all  benefit  from  your  insights  and  recommendations 
on  this  issue. 

Thank  you. 

Chairman  Domenici.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Senator  Metzenbaum? 

OFF-BUDGET  FrEBdS 

Senator  Metzenbaum.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  very  much 
the  approach  of  Senator  Roth  and  others  who  will  testify  this 
morning  in  connection  with  changes  in  the  budget  procedure. 

I  came  specifically,  not  to  comment  on  the  proposal  of  Senator 
Roth  as  he  made  it,  but  to  urge  upon  you  in  a  very  conciliatory 
manner,  the  necessity  for  this  committee  to  take  some  prompt 
action  in  connection  with  the  two  items  that  I  think  have  a  tre- 
mendous impact  upon  the  budget. 

One  item  has  to  do  with  the  off-budget  issue  that  Senator  Gorton 
is  providing  leadership  on,  and  frankly,  I  think  because  of  the  pri- 
orities of  time  around  here,  has  not  been  able  to  get  this  committee 
to  take  that  issue  up  as  it  should,  and  I  would  urge,  as  strongly  as 
possible,  that  we  do  so,  probably  not  until  after  the  first  of  the 
ye€u:,  when  I  suppose  none  of  us  know  for  certain  who  will  be  the 
chairman  of  this  committee,  but  I  do  not  think  it  is  possible  that 
you  will  continue  in  this  position. 

Chairman  DoMENia.  I  am  glad  to  hear  that.  I  appreciate  that. 

CREDrr  CONTROU3 

Senator  Metzenbaum.  Not  impossible.  I  did  not  say  probable,  but 
not  impossible.  And  neither  you  nor  I  know  the  answer  to  that 
question. 

The  second  matter  is  one  that  I  think  you  can  do  much  to  help 
on  at  this  point,  and  that  is  the  total  failure  of  our  Government  to 
have  any  knowledge  whatsoever  as  to  the  amount  of  debt  that  is 
outstanmng  to  the  Government.  The  manner  on  which  it — where  it 
is,  and  who  owes  what  to  whom,  and  probably  even  as  important  as 
the  question  of  where  it  is,  its  condition  that  we  have  no  way  at 
the  present  time  of  determining  when  the — when  school  loans  are 
in  default,  when  small  business  loans  are  in  default,  when  agricul- 
tural loans  are  in  default,  and  what  methods,  if  any,  are  being  used 
in  order  to  collect  those  funds,  and  I  just  believe  it  is  a  terrible  way 
for  us  to  be  doing  business. 

I  attempted  to  move  on  this  subject,  and  made  some  headway 
during  Senator  Muskie's  leadership  of  this  committee,  but  I  cannot 
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urge  upon  you,  and  I  see  Senator  Gorton  has  now  arrived,  and  I 
just  mentioned  your  name,  Senator  Gorton. 

Chairman  Domenici.  His  not  mentioning  of  it  was  in  a  good  way. 

Senator  Metzenbaum.  Not  discouraging  at  all. 

I  think  that  this  whole  question  of  off-budget  items,  and  the 
whole  question  of  credit  controls,  and  by  credit  control,  I  mean  col- 
lecting, finding  out  what  is  owed  to  the  Government,  and  seeing  to 
it  that  there  is  some  orderly  procedure  so  that  each  of  the  parts  of 
our  governmental  operations  have  a  sane  method  of  determining 
when  there  is  a  bad  debt,  when  it  should  be  written  off,  or  when 
some  collection  steps  should  be  taken.  Now  we  have  an  absolute 
hodgepodge,  and  I  just  urge  upon  you.  Senator  Gorton,  to  provide 
the  leadership  in  this  area,  and  I  pledge  to  you  to  do  everything 
possible,  in  my  own  way,  to  be  cooperative  and  be  helpful. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

SIGNIFICANT  CHANGES  REQUIRE  AMENDMENT  TO  BUDGET  ACT 

Senator  Gorton.  Mr.  Chairman,  Senator  Metzenbaum  is  very 
concerned  about  this  issue,  from  before  the  time  I  came  into  the 
Senate,  and  in  fact,  led  the  preparation  of  a  report  on  this  subject 
in  the  last  Congress.  We  will  have,  as  I  believe  he  knows,  as  a  part 
of  these  hearings,  the  formal  report  of  the  Task  Force  on  Federal 
Credit,  which  you  organized,  and  which  I  think  follows  the  very 
philosophy  which  Senator  Metzenbaum  has  laid  out. 

Our  frustration,  of  course,  is  that  at  least  some  of  the  most  sig- 
nificant changes  which  we  recommend  would  require  an  amend- 
ment to  the  Budget  Act. 

We  are  all  concerned  about  whether  or  not  we  can  afford  to 
bring  up  amendments  to  the  Budget  Act  at  this  point  or  in  the 
near  future.  My  own  inclination,  and  I  rather  suspect  I  follow  Sen- 
ator Roth's  views  on  this  subject  as  well,  is  that  it  may  very  well  be 
time,  even  though  there  is  a  certain  risk,  to  do  exactly  that,  and 
that  changes  in  the  way  in  which  we  treat  the  Federal  programs 
will  be  essential  to  any  reforms  in  the  budget. 

Senator  Metzenbaum.  We  might  be  able  to  figure  out  a  way  to 
offer  some  amendments  at  the  time  the  budget  matter  is  before  the 
Senate,  provided  that  evenrbody  is  in  agreement  that  such  an 
amendment  be  accepted,  without  opening  a  Pandora's  box. 

Senator  Gorton.  I  hope  so. 

Senator  Metzenbaum.  And  I  was  really  saying  to  the  chairman, 
I  feel  that  this  is  an  area  where  his  leadership  and  help  is  so  very 
much  needed,  I  think  it  would  serve  our  Nation  well,  and  that  was 
in  no  way  to  discourage  the  able  leadership  that  you  have  given  on 
this  subject  during  this  session. 

Chairman  Domenici.  Senator  Roth,  do  you  have  any  observations 
on  that  issue? 

Senator  Roth.  No.  I  am  very  sympathetic  to  what  they  are  dis- 
cussing. I  think  it  has  great  merit,  but  would  like  to  study  it  fur- 
ther. 

Chairman  Dobienici.  Well,  I  think  the  issue  is  ripe  for  solution.  I 
hope  we  do  not  think  that  the  budget  process  can  solve  all  the 
problems  that  ^ou  described,  because  obviously  many  of  those  are  a 
matter  of  administration,  a  matter  of  substantive  laws  in  the  field. 
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a  matter  of  interagency  relationships  that  have  grown  up,  that  are 
going  to  take  years  to  solve,  but  it  is  the  matter  of  forcing  these 
things  into  one  comprehensive  area  where  they  can  all  get  looked 
at,  and  where  their  relevance  to  a  budget,  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment's indebtedness,  and  the  Federal  Government's  involvement  in 
the  credit  mcurkets  will  be  analyzed.  Obviously  it  is  a  very  big  miss- 
ing link,  and  ought  to  become  part  of  the  process. 

Senator  Gorton,  did  you  have  any  questions? 

Senator  Gorton.  No,  thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

INABILITY  TO  GET  THINGS  DONE 

Chairman  Domenici.  Thank  you,  Senator  Metzenbaum. 

Senator  Roth,  I  am  not  going  to  ask  you  questions  about  the  2- 
year  approach,  because  obviously  it  is  very  well  explained  by  you, 
and  I  would  suggest  that  we  have  had  testimony  in  the  previous 
three  sessions.  It  goes  both  wa3rs,  and  we  have  had  expressions 
from  members  of  this  committee,  whose  wisdom  I  greatly  respect, 
indicating  that  the  2-year  cycle  may  indeed  not  work  as  you  think, 
and  as  I  in  the  past  have  thought  and  advocated,  principally  be- 
cause the  economic  assumptions  are  so  variable — vary  so  greatly, 
that  you  would  be  bugy  modifying  things  and  taking  supplementals 
and  the  like,  and  perhaps  not  accomplish  as  much  as  we  would 
hope  in  a  2-year  cycle. 

With  reference  to  the  congestion  which  prevents  us  from  getting 
our  work  done,  we  should  have,  from  the  GAO,  very  soon,  and  we 
will  share  it  with  you  promptly,  an  analysis  of  every  year  since  the 
Budget  Act,  and  then  5  or  6,  or  maybe  even  10  years  before,  on 
paper,  an  explanation  of  what  has  caused  the  delays  in  appropri* 
ation  processes,  as  best  GAO  can  extract  it  from  the  legislative  his- 
tory. 

I  think  it  will  be  enlightening,  because  I  do  not  think  it  is  a  new 
phenomenon  brought  upon  us  by  the  last  couple  of  yecurs,  when  we 
have  had  to  make  some  major  policy  changes  in  a  bucket  resolu- 
tion, and  therefore  had  the  kind  of  activities  that  you  were  so  fa- 
miliar with,  in  1981  and  again  in  1982. 

With  reference  to  the  finst  budget  resolution,  and  its  timeliness,  I 
do  note  that  in  1976-77,  the  firrt  resolutions  were  on  time;  1978, 
they  were  2  days  late;  1979,  2  days  late;  1980,  9  days  late;  1981, 
slightly  less  than  a  month  late;  1982,  about  6  days  late,  and  then  in 
1983,  slightly  more  than  1  month  late. 

Now,  your  testimony  with  reference  to  that  is  true  in  spades 
when  you  are  talking  about  the  second  resolution,  there  is  no  ques- 
tion, and  the  efficapy  of  the  second  resolution  in  the  past,  what  it 
has  really  accomplished,  is  certainly  very  questionable,  also.  But 
we  will  share  that  analysis  with  you. 

I  do  appreciate  your  understanding  and  your  testimony,  in  that 
it  clecu-ly  does  not  focus  in  on  the  exclusive  problem  of  our  inability 
to  get  things  done.  It  does  not  say  it  is  the  budget  problem  process, 
per  se,  but  the  whole  process  that  everybody  thinks  is  the  budget 
process,  which  includes  authorization  bills,  appropriation  bills,  and 
budget  resolutions.  I  mean  the  whole  thing  is  congested. 

We  have  got  to  do  our  share  in  redoing  the  Budget  Act,  to  try  to 
undo  that.  Some  of  it  is  outside  the  scope  of  the  budget  process 
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itself,  and  is  up  to  the  willingness  of  the  committees  and  leadership 
and  the  like.  But  I  want  to  pledge  to  you  that  we  are  going  to  work 
very  closely  with  you.  Hopefully  you  will  still  chair  Governmental 
Affairs,  and  I  may  be  privil^ed  to  chair  this  one — I  would  say  I 
think  it  is  probable;  in  that  regard  I  disagree  with  Senator  Metz- 
enbaum,  who  only  thinks  it  is  possible.  But  in  any  event,  we  will 
work  together,  and  I  thank  you  very  much  for  your  help. 

TWO-YEAR  PROGRAM  HAS  GREAT  MERTT 

Senator  Roth.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Let  me  just  make  one  comment,  because  anything  contained  in 
my  testimony  is  not  in  any  sense  a  criticism  of  this  committee. 

I  think,  as  I  said  in  my  opening  remarks,  you  indeed  have  done 
extraordinarily  well  under  most  critical  circumstances.  I  do  think 
that  as  chairman  of  the  Governmental  Affairs  that  we  have  a  seri- 
ous, dangerous  imbalance  in  not  spending  adequate  time  on  other 
matters,  and  that  is  one  of  the  reasons  that  I  think  it  is  important 
that  somehow  we  streamline  the  process. 

I  personally  am  of  the  conviction  that  2  years  is  the  answer.  I 
understand  the  problems  of  economic  analysis.  Sometimes  I  doubt 
that  it  is  that  good  for  even  a  12-month  period. 

Nevertheless,  I  think  we  have  to  admit  that  the  fisc€d  policy  of 
this  Government  has  an  extraordinary  impact  on  the  economy  as  a 
whole,  and  that  one  of  the  crying  needs  is  to  have  some  certainty 
in  that  area.  It  is  not  always  going  to  be  possible.  I  suspect  that 
there  will  probably  always  be  some  modification.  But  modifying  is 
much  easier  than  going  through  the  entire  process.  Therefore,  I 
think  there  is  great  merit  to  the  2-year  program. 

In  closing,  let  me  just  say  that  we  look  forward  to  working  with 
you  in  trjdng  to  make  a  budget  process  that  will  do  even  better 
than  now. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

Chairman  Domenici.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Senator  Moynihan  cannot  be  here,  and  he  has  asked  that  his 
statement  with  attachments  be  made  a  part  of  the  record,  and 
without  objection  we  will  do  that.^ 

I  am  informed  that  Senator  Percy  cannot  get  here  until  10:30, 
and  Senator  Dole  is  in  markup,  and  will  submit  his  testimony,^  so 
we  are  going  to  be  in  recess  until  10:30,  or  until  Senator  Percy  ar- 
rives. If  he  arrives  sooner,  we  will  convene  and  start  again. 

Senator  Percy,  we  are  ready  to  hear  your  testimony.  You  have 
been  preceded  by  your  chairman,  the  chairman  of  Governmental 
Affairs,  Bill  Roth,  and  Senator  Dole  has  been  delayed.  Hopefully, 
he  will  make  it.  A  number  of  Senators  will  appear  today.  We  look 
forward  to  your  testimony. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  CHARLES  H.  PERCY,  U.S.  SENATOR  FROM 
THE  STATE  OF  ILLINOIS  AND  CHAIRMAN,  SENATE  FOREIGN 
RELATIONS  COMMITTEE  

Senator  Percy.  I  thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  very  much  indeed, 
and  Senator  Gorton.  It  is  a  privilege  and  an  honor  to  be  here  with 
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you  to  talk  about  a  subject  that  is  extraordinarily  important  to 
every  Americ€ui.  I  think  they  all  realize  their  well-being  is  tied  up 
with  the  well-being  of  the  Government  of  the  United  States  of 
America. 

For  25  years  I  have  been  a  member  of  the  Business  Council, 
which  counts  among  its  members  the  largest  industrialists,  busi- 
nesses, and  banks  in  the  country.  In  a  recent  report,  the  council 
said  the  future  of  the  economy  depends  upon  the  actions  of  Con- 
gress in  bringing  down  the  deficit.  With  the  private  sector  testify- 
ing to  that  fact,  then  we  know  the  responsibility  lies  in  our  hancte. 
There  is  no  greater  burden  placed  upon  any  committee  than  has 
been  given  to  the  Budget  Committee.  The  legislation  enacted  in 
1974  mrects  your  committee  to  see  that  we  do  have  a  budget  that 
we  adhere  to,  and  it  is  with  your  help  that  we  are  working  toward 
a  balanced  budget  and  a  sound  economy. 

I  would  like  to  say,  at  the  outset,  that  these  hearings  could  not 
come  in  at  a  more  appropriate  time.  Federal  spending  practices 
have  been  virtually  the  sole  business  of  Congress  for  over  2  years 
now,  and  the  Budget  Act  has  been  used  in  wa3rs  not  originally  con- 
ceived. It  had  for  more  flexibility  than  we  thought  when  we  wrote 
the  act  in  the  Governmental  Affairs  Committee.  I  have  supported 
every  interpretetion  that  has  given  that  increased  power  to  this 
committee. 

When  I  came  to  the  Senate,  it  was  the  first  time  in  my  life  I  had 
ever  worked  without  a  budget.  I  served  on  the  Appropriations  Com- 
mittee for  a  yecu*,  and  I  was  just  aghast  that  we  never  had  a  meet- 
ing of  the  whole  Appropriations  Committee.  We  were  just  13  sepa- 
rate subcommittees,  each  fighting  for  more  money.  At  the  end  of 
each  Congress,  the  appropriations  bills  were  just  pushed  through. 
It  took  months  to  figure  out  what  we  had  done.  Ail  of  this  was  to 
have  been  stopped  under  this  budget  procedure.  I  was  bound  and 
determined,  adPter  serving  on  the  Appropriations  Committee,  to 
work  with  the  Governmental  AfiTairs  Committee  to  put  businesslike 
practices  into  the  business  of  Government. 

Your  hearings  today  are  also  important  for  another  reason.  The 
Senate,  just  this  simmier,  passed  Senate  Joint  Resolution  58,  call- 
ing for  new  constitutional  procedures  to  bring  deficit  spending 
under  control. 

As  we  all  know,  that  proposed  constitutional  amendment  would 
not  in  and  of  itself  balance  the  Federal  budget.  Only  Congress  can 
do  that,  if  it  has  the  will  to  do  it.  But  having  passed  Senate  Joint 
Resolution  58,  it  is  incumbent  upon  us  to  seriously  consider  how  we 
will  meet  the  new  set  of  circumstances  that  will  confront  us, 
should  the  amendment  become  a  part  of  the  Constitution.  Presum- 
ably we  will  not  have  three-fift;hs  vote  every  year  to  Continue  defi- 
cit spending,  and  by  1987  or  so,  when  Senate  Joint  Resolution  58 
could  conceivably  take  efiTect,  we  will  be  faced  with  some  harsh 
choices  on  spending  and  taxes.  We  should  use  these  next  few  years 
to  bring  that  budget  into  assemblance  of  manageable  order. 

As  tMs  committee  kno¥n3  better  than  any  otiier  in  the  Congress, 
little  efiTect  of  control  over  spending  can  be  marshaled  with  1  year 
budgeting.  Most  Federal  programs  Bterally  have  lives  of  their  own. 
About  three-quarters  of  tne  budget,  for  example,  falls  into  the  un- 
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controllable  cat^oiy,  meaning  spending  can  be  curbed  aoly  with 
changes  in  substantive  underlying  laws. 

In  a  sense,  the  Federal  Government  has  put  the  bulk  of  ^lending 
on  automatic  pilot,  leaving  little  leeway  for  annual  changes  in 
budget  direction. 

So  what  we  are  faced  with — in  short — is  a  leadtime  to  bring  a 
new  order  to  our  spending  decisions.  We  must  make  some  headwav 
before  Senate  Joint  Resolution  58  takes  efiTect.  It  alone,  as  I  said, 
will  not  balance  the  budget.  It  can  give  us  the  most  powerful  impe- 
tus to  bring  forward  the  tools  necessary  to  do  the  job,  however.  I 
view  this  set  of  hearings  as  a  vital  and  an  important  first  step  in 
that  direction. 

CREATION  OF  THE  BUDGET  REFORM  ACT 

It  was  nearly  10  years  ago  that  the  Governmental  Affairs  CSom- 
mittee  began  work  on  budget  reform  legislation.  As  you  know,  in 
that  effort  of  ours,  I  joined  as  the  ranking  minority  member  of  the 
committee,  with  the  chairman,  Senator  Sam  Ervin  and  with  Sena- 
tor Ed  Muskie,  who  took  particular  interest,  as  a  member  of  that 
committee,  in  writing  that  legislation.  We  were  the  primary  spon- 
sors of  the  legislation  that  led  to  the  passage  of  two  bills  diat  we 
know  today  collectively  as  the  Budget  Reform  and  Impoundment 
Control  Act  of  1974.  Although  paired,  these  two  acts  had  different 
purposes.  It  is  indicative  of  the  enormity  of  the  budget  questions 
facing  us  that  many  of  the  same  issues  that  led  to  these  laws  are 
the  same  issues  before  us  today. 

The  Budget  Reform  Act  sprang  from  our  strong  concern  over  the 
chaotic  spending  procedures  then  in  effect. 

When  I  was  elected  to  the  Senate,  I  was  amazed  at  the  lack  of 
fiscal  procedures — procedures  that  were  routine  in  business.  Our 
spending  was  not  monitored  by  Congress.  Rather,  only  at  the  end 
of  the  year  did  Congress  total  up  its  spending  and  only  then — ^in 
hindsight — could  Congress  see  the  full  impact  of  its  decisions.  In 
fact.  Congress  had  always  spent  in  this  way.  But  with  the  advent  of 
billions  of  dollars  of  new  domestic  and  military  programs  in  the 
1960's,  that  old  system  b^an  to  creak  under  the  strain  of  the  new 
procedures.  Moreover,  Fedferal  spending  as  a  share  of  GNP  was  on 
the  rise,  with  Federcd  spending  taking  an  ever-larger  slice  out  of 
the  economy. 

Congress  wisely  recognized  these  trends  and  brought  forth  the 
1974  Budget  Reform  Act  to  introduce  at  least  an  element  of  plan- 
ning into  our  spending  decisions.  We  ought  to  at  least  have  an  idea 
as  to  where  our  prospective  decisions  would  lead  us  in  terms  of 
spending  and  how  much  revenue  we  could  reasonably  expect  in  the 
year  ahead.  The  Budget  Reform  Act  has  given  us  this  information 
and  has  allowed  us  to  make  informed  decisions.  By  this  narrow 
measure,  it  has  been  a  success. 

The  second  part  of  budget  reform  sprang  not  so  much  from  an 
impatience  with  congressional  budget  procedures  as  it  did  from  a 
perceived  threat  from  the  President. 

Impoundment  had  become  a  m^gor  issue  during  the  Nixon  ad- 
ministration as  Congress  and  the  President  differed  over  fiscal 
policy.  Decisions  finally  made  in  Congress  and  signed  by  the  Presi- 
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dent  were  not  always  followed  as  the  President  could  impound 
funds  at  his  discretion.  We  viewed  this  as  a  serious  erosion  of  the 
constitutional  powers  of  the  purse  strings,  and  no  greater  constitu- 
tional authority  did  we  have  in  the  Senate  at  the  time  than  Sena- 
tor Sam  Ervin.  He  felt  so  strongly  about  this  part  of  the  act,  and 
he  carried,  I  would  say,  99  percent  of  the  burden  in  seeing  that  his 
concerns  were  put  into  law. 

The  1974  law  has  significantly  changed  this  pattern  through  the 
new  deferral  and  rescission  procedures.  Judged  by  the  standards 
we  set  out  in  1974,  that  law  has  succeeded,  too. 

AREAS  FOR  REFORM 

Having  made  these  judgments  on  the  1974  Budget  Act,  let  me 
hasten  to  add  that  we  have  a  long  way  to  go  until  we  achieve  a 
truly  disciplined  fiscal  picture.  I  would  like  to  outline  for  the  Com- 
mittee a  few  of  the  areas  where  I  think  we  can  make  improve- 
ments. 

TIMING  AND  FREQUENCY  OF  BUDGET  RESOLUTIONS 

The  budget  process  was  conceived  to  be  part  of  the  congressional 
schedule.  It  was  not  meant  to  replace  the  annual  legislative 
agenda. 

Yet  in  the  last  2  years,  the  budget  process  itself  has  essentially 
dominated  the  legislative  agenda.  Tiiat  we  would  spend  more  of  our 
time  on  spending  cuts  and  tax  matters  was  inevitable,  given  the 
mandate  of  the  last  election  and  the  state  of  Federal  fiscal  policy. 

What  we  have  seen,  however,  is  that  other  urgent  national  busi- 
ness is  often  relegated  to  hurried  consideration  at  the  end  of  the 
session.  Both  authorizations  and  appropriations  have  been  affected 
by  these  developments.  In  my  own  Foreign  Relations  Committee, 
we  met  the  guidelines  of  the  first  budget  resolution  and  reported 
legislation  this  spring,  onlv  to  see  the  conference  report  on  the  first 
resolution  come  back  with  directions  for  further  spending  reduc- 
tions. We  can  and  will  accommodate  that  resolution,  but  this  has 
thrown  a  tremendous  delay  into  our  fioor  preparations.  So  now  we 
find  ourselves  at  nearly  the  end  of  this  session  and  legislation  we 
reported  much  earlier  in  the  session  still  has  not  come  to  the  fioor. 
This  is  not  a  very  productive  way  to  encourage  committees  to  get 
their  legislation  done  early  in  the  session.  Why  not  just  wait  until 
summer  or  later  and  add  to  the  logjam  that  hits  our  legislative  cal- 
endar late  in  each  session?  We  need  to  have  better  timing  so  that 
the  budget  process  itself  is  not  a  major  contributing  factor  to  the 
end-ofH9ession  logjam. 

And  I  might  say,  Mr.  Chairman,  though,  as  I  have  expressed  to 
you  privately  many  times,  the  Budget  Committee's  work  has  far 
exceeded  my  expectations.  Many  years  ago  I  presented  this  concept 
to  the  Senate  Republican  Caucus  on  slides  and  tried  to  overcome 
the  objections  that  were  raised  by  the  members  of  the  Appropri- 
ations Committee.  When  I  saw  the  number  with  reservations,  I 
2uestioned  whether  we  could  ever  get  this  through  the  Senate, 
rradually  we  reasoned  with  the  members  of  the  Appropriations 
Committee,  they  saw  our  point,  and  the  bill  carried,  of  course,  over- 
whelmingly. 
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But  what  I  did  not  envision  is  that  somehow  we  would  still  be 
ending  up  with  a  logjam,  still  ending  up — starting  a  fiscal  year 
without  a  single  appropriation  bill  approved.  This  is  really  ludi- 
crous, and  that  goes  contrary  to  the  whole  intent  and  spirit  of  what 
we  labored  for  3  years  to  create.  For  that  reason  we  have  got  to 
come  back  to  the  drawing  board  now,  even  though  we  have  accom- 
plished a  tremendous  amount. 

What  can  we  do  now  to  carry  forward  with  it?  I  know  Senator 
Chiles  feels  very  strongly  about  this,  because  he  was  a  very  promi- 
nent member  of  the  Governmental  Affairs  Committee  in  steering 
this  legislation  to  passage.  And  I  am  sure  he  has  felt,  as  I  have, 
that  it  has  exceeded  our  hopes  in  some  respects,  but  has  not  ful- 
filled our  hopes  and  aspirations  for  it  in  other  respects. 

It  is  certainly  not  the  fault  of  this  committee,  it  is  the  process 
under  which  we  are  laboring,  and  we  have  just  got  to  do  better. 

I  believe  one  of  our  highest  priorities  is  a  streamlined  budget 
process.  I  concur  with  those  who  suggest  that  we  permanently 
eliminate  the  second  budget  resolution  and  pass  just  one,  binding 
resolution  each  year.  This  should  reduce  the  time  taken  up  in  set- 
ting budget  guidelines  and  should  leave  more  time  for  considera- 
tion of  underlying  statutes  that  often  implement  the  resolution's 
guidelines.  We  have  a  de  facto  single  budget  resolution  now,  espe- 
cially with  the  provision  your  committee  placed  in  this  year's  reso- 
lution that  makes  the  first  resolution  automatically  binding  if  we 
do  not  pass  a  second  resolution.  We  should  make  this  sensible  ap- 
proach part  of  the  law. 

It  has  been  suggested  that  the  deadline  for  passage  of  the  budget 
resolution  be  moved  back  from  May  15  to  June  or  July.  I  would  not 
favor  such  a  change.  In  many  wajrs,  it  would  defeat  the  reasons  for 
shifting  to  one  budget  resolution.  Early  passage  of  the  budget  reso- 
lution gives  each  committee  a  guide  for  determining  legislative 
schedules.  To  move  this  deadline  back  even  further  would  keep 
committees  guessing  and  would,  in  effect,  shorten  the  time  we  have 
to  meet  the  guidelines  of  the  budget  resolution. 

TWO-YEAR  SPENDING  PLANS 

Closely  tied  to  a  streamlining  of  the  budget  resolution  is  a  need  to 
experiment  with  similar  streamlining  of  the  appropriations  and 
authorizations  process.  Legislation  has  been  propc^ed  that  would  put 
us  on  a  two  year  appropriations  and  authorization  cycle,  lliis 
approach  has  much  to  commend  it,  but  it  may  be  premature  to  jump 
into  this  with  both  feet  at  this  particular  time. 

The  Foreign  Relations  Committee  is  in  the  process  of  trying  out 
this  idea  now.  Last  year  we  passed,  for  the  first  time  ever,  a  two 
year  authorization  for  the  Foreign  Assistance  bill  in  an  effort  to 
clear  our  calendar  and  give  more  time  this  year  to  other  matters, 
including  oversight.  It  is  too  early,  however,  to  know  if  this  has 
been  a  success.  Your  committee  may  be  interested  to  know  that  we 
have  had  to  move  on  a  supplementied  foreign  assistance  authoriza- 
tion this  year  to  take  care  of  exijgencies  that  we  could  not  have  con- 
templated last  year.  So  even  with  a  2-year  cycle,  committees  may 
still  be  tied  down  with  consideration  of  programs  they  hoped  to 
take  up  only  every  2  years. 
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One  drawback  to  a  wholesale  shift  to  2  year  appropriating  is  less 
congressional  control  over  spending  decisions.  Even  the  foreign  aid 
appropriation  remains  on  a  1-year  basis — only  the  authorization  is 
on  a  2-year  cycle.  A  shift  to  2  year  appropriations  would  be  a  de 
facto  deferral  of  a  shcure  of  our  constitutional  responsibilities  to 
control  the  pursestrings.  We  need  to  be  ccureful  that  we  keep  to  the 
principles  of  the  1974  Budget  Act,  namely  that  we  need  to  unprove 
congressional  spending  procedures  without  forfeiting  our  constitu- 
tional role  simply  because  the  offices  of  the  President  are  better  or- 
ganized. 

We  may  want  to  give  serious  consideration  to  a  pilot  run  with  a 
few  2-year  appropriations  and  authorizations.  Let  us  see  how  these 
cases — like  the  foreign  assistance  bill — work  out  before  we  shift  the 
whole  spending  apparatus  over  to  this  time  frame. 

As  a  manufacturer,  I  might  say,  I  would  never  consider  going 
into  a  national  marketing  plan  without  pilot  runs.  Many  times  we 
killed  a  project  right  at  the  outset,  knowing  if  it  would  not  sell  in 
Peoria,  it  may  not  sell  in  New  York  and  CaJifomia,  and  so  forth.  I 
think  we  ought  to  pilot  run  this,  and  this  is  why  I  have  tried  to 
take  the  initiative  in  the  2-year  authorization  in  Foreign  Relations, 
to  just  try  it  out,  and  give  you  the  benefit  of  our  experience. 

RECONCILIATION 

The  reconciliation  process  has  been  one  of  the  great  benefits  of 
the  1974  law.  It  was,  however,  never  envisioned  to  play  the  role  it 
does  now.  If  we  had  not  had  reconciliation  for  the  past  3  years,  we 
would  have  had  to  invent  it  for  it  has  been  indispensible  to  making 
the  hundreds  of  billions  of  dollars  in  savings  we  have  achieved 
these  past  2  years. 

I  have  fully  supported  this  committee  in  its  interpretation  of  rec- 
onciliation, and  I  would  say  we  did  not  have  it  in  mind  at  the  time. 
I  wished  we  could  have  taken  credit  for  it.  You  have  the  full  credit 
resting  with  this  committee  for  that  process,  as  it  has  developed.  It 
has  imposed  on  committees  a  discipline  that  some  have  found  diffi- 
cult to  meet.  Yet  it  has  been  the  key  tool  at  our  disposal. 

I  recommend  the  committee  retain  this  feature  of  the  law  and 
not  seriously  erode  its  importance  as  some  have  recommended.  I 
understand  some  of  our  House  colleagues  feel  no  reconciliation 
should  affect  spending  beyond  the  upcoming  fiscal  year.  Should 
this  recommendation  take  effect,  we  would  move  away  from  budget 
control  and  would  remove  our  best  chance  to  bring  spending  in  line 
with  multiyear  budgeting.  If  the  committee  undertakes  changes  ih 
this  area,  I  would  recommend  that  it  make  explicit  that  reconcili- 
ation is  indeed  a  tool  precisely  for  multiyear  budgeting. 

As  presently  used,  reconciliation  has  tight  limits  on  floor  proce- 
dures. In  the  Senate,  these  time  limits  offer  a  unique  procedure  for 
expedited  consideration  of  legislation.  Your  committee  should  give 
serious  consideration  to  two  factors,  however: 

One,  the  present  time  limit  on  debate  is  at  variance  vdth  the 
Senate's  traditions  of  open  debate.  Minority  views  and  amend- 
ments can  be  seriously  affected  under  this  strict  limitation.  Should 
not  more  time  be  given  for  reconciliation  on  the  floor?  Should  we 
not  expand  the  time  for  floor  consideration?  This  seems  sensible  to 
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me  and  could  prevent  a  future  instance  where  debate  was  arbitrcur- 
ily  cutoff,  preventing  us  from  considering  alternative  spending  re- 
duction plans.  We  can  always,  by  unanimous  consent,  agree  to  a 
shorter  time  period  if  particular  year  or  instance  that  we  are  work- 
ing with,  would  warrant  it. 

Two,  closely  tied  to  this  is  the  germaneness  rule  £issociated  with 
reconciliation.  The  recently  passed  tax  bill  came  to  the  floor  with 
reconciliation  procedures.  But  amendments  were  not  germane  if 
the  Finance  Committee  had  not  already  incorporated  that  same 
subject  material  in  the  bill.  A  number  of  Senators,  including 
myself,  were  precluded  from  offering  amendments  that  might  have 
found  favor  in  the  Senate.  For  my4)art,  I  would  have  liked  to  have 
struck  out  the  dividend  and  interest  withholding  provision  of  the 
bill,  replacing  it  with  an  additional  5  cents  a  gallon  Federal  gaso- 
line tax.  Yet  reconciliation  precluded  us  from  considering  a  gaso- 
line tax  amendment,  thereby  saddling  us  with  the  unpopulcu:  with- 
holding that  runs  counter  to  our  efforts  to  boost  private  savings 
and  investment.  The  Senate  should  have  had  the  opportunity  to 
debate  a  tradeoff  like  this.  We  should  allow  so-called  nongermane 
amendments  in  the  interest  of  better  legislating. 

CREDrr  PROGRAMS  AND  A  CAPITAL  INVESTMENT  BUDGET 

Twice  in  the  past  2  years  I  have  testified  before  a  task  force  of 
your  committee  on  Federal  lending  programs.  Most  recently,  I  tes- 
tified in  June  on  my  own  legislation,  S.  265  ^ — with  20  Senate  co- 
sponsors — which  amends  the  Budget  Reform  Act  to  bring  lending 
programs  under  better  congressional  scrutiny. 

I  will  not  repeat  my  comments  on  that  legislation,  but  I  do  hope 
the  committee  will  incorporate  S.  265  into  any  omnibus  legislation 
it  assembles.  The  task  force  is  now  writing  its  report  on  lending 
programs,  and  I  believe  they  will  include  legislative  recommenda- 
tions with  that  document. 

Certainly  we  have  moved  ahead  with  lending  program  reform  in 
these  last  2  years,  and  I  hope  we  can  consolidate  them  into  law. 
With  deficits  and  interest  rates  so  high,  we  need  to  take  steps  to 
exercise  better  control  over  the  nearly  $20  billion  in  deficit  spend- 
ing that  stems  from  Federal  lending,  but  which  does  not  appear  in 
the  budget. 

This  control  cannot  be  undertaken  on  a  piecemeal  basis.  It  needs 
a  comprehensive  approach.  Within  the  Foreign  Relations  Commit- 
tee jurisdiction  is  the  foreign  military  sales  program,  an  off-budget 
program  financed  through  the  Federal  Financing  Bank.  As  chair- 
man, I  would  like  to  bring  this  onbudget  because  a  number  of  de- 
faults have  affected  the  program  recently.  These  defaults  by  for- 
eign countries  are  part  and  parcel  of  the  underdeveloped  country 
debt  r^ayment  problems  but  they  affect  the  operation  of  the  pro- 
gram, whenever  there  is  a  default,  there  is  also  a  cost  to  the  tax- 
payer. So  this  program  is  a  good  target  to  bring  into  the  budget 
process,  but  it  should  be  done  as  part  of  an  overall  approach. 

I  would  like  to  mention  also  that  Alice  Rivlin  testified  before  us 
that,  without  any  question,  these  programs  have  just  as  much  of  an 


*  See  p.  795. 
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impact  on  interest  rates  as  on-budget  items  do.  She  said  that  if 
they  are  brought  under  control,  she  has  the  feeling  that  they  would 
have  a  downwcurd  pressure  on  interest  rates. 

I  would  like  to  mention  briefly  the  concept  of  a  capital  invest- 
ment budget.  Most  States  have  separate  budgets  for  their  long-term 
investments  like  highways.  Our  present  budget  treats  all  spending 
alike,  and  I  think  this  is  a  mistake.  Programs  that  spend  out  in  1 
vear  €u:«  far  different  than  those  that  are  longterm,  and  leave 
behind  a  tangible  investment.  And  we  should  recognize  that  differ- 
ence in  our  budgeting.  I  recommend  the  committee  evaluate  a  sepa- 
rate capital  budiget  and  how  it  would  flt  into  the  unifled  budget. 
GAO  has  recommended  a  similcu:  course  of  action.  It  is  long  past 
time  that  we  took  a  more  careful  look  at  the  capital  budget. 

DEBT  CEILING 

My  final  recommendation  centers  on  the  debt  ceiling,  which  even 
today  is  held  captive  on  the  Senate  floor  because  of  extraneous 
issues.  The  debt  ceiling  is  simply  too  important  to  the  smooth  func- 
tioning of  the  Government  to  let  it  remain  a  captive  of  the  special 
interests  of  the  moment.  It  should  be  considered  along  with  the 
normal  budget  resolution  each  spring,  much  as  the  House  now 
does. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  concludes  my  remarks  on  reform  of  the 
Budget  Act.  I  hope  my  comments  will  be  helpful  to  you  in  your 
review.  Your  recommendations  will  naturally  carry  great  weight  in 
the  Committee  on  Governmental  Affairs.  When  we  wrote  the  law 
in  1974,  we  retained  legislative  jurisdiction  over  it.  The  chairman 
of  our  committee,  Senator  Roth,  is  greatly  interested  in  making  im- 
provements in  the  law,  and  I  will  certainly  support  efforts  to  bring 
important  budget  reform  legislation  to  the  floor  at  the  Senate's 
earliest  convenience. 

I  do  feel,  however,  even  though  we  share  legislative  jurisdiction 
with  your  committee,  that  it  is  really  much  more  appropriate  that 
these  hearings  begin  in  the  Budget  Committee.  I  thmk  when  Sena- 
tor Chiles  has  both  hats  on.  Governmental  Affairs  and  the  Budget 
Committee,  he  can  be  the  link  with  our  committee,  as  can  other 
members  who  are  on  both  committees. 

Now,  you  are  in  a  much  better  position  than  we  are,  to  really  tell 
us  what  reforms  should  be  made,  and  we  will  be  extraordinarily  re- 
ceptive to  the  suggestions  and  ideas  and  reactions  of  this  commit- 
tee. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee. 

Chairman  Domenici.  Thank  you  very  much.  Senator  Percy. 

I  would  bring  it  to  your  attention.  Senator  Percy,  that  in  1977,  by 
Senate  order,  this  committee  and  Governmental  Affairs  have  joint 
jurisdiction.  Our  staff  tells  us  that  that  remains  the  case,  so  we  will 
be  working  together  on  the  question. 

Senator  Percy.  Very  good. 

Chairman  Domenici.  I  am  going  to  yield  to  the  other  Senators, 
and  then  I  will  have  some  questions. 

Senator  Percy.  I  would  be  happy  to  stay  for  as  long  as  you  would 
like  me  to.  I  do  have  one  problem.  We  have  an  Illinois  delegation 
meeting  at  11  o'clock  with  the  chief  judge  of  the  northern  circuit. 
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and  I  should  be  there  as  the  Senator  responsible  for  judges  under 
Republicans,  but  any  brief  questions  that  I  can  answer,  I  would  be 
happy  to. 
Chairman  Domenici.  One  minute. 

LOAN  GUARANTEE  PROGRAMS 

Senator  Gorton.  You  are  the  first  witness  before  us  with  a  sug- 
gestion of  how  to  deal  with  the  debt  ceiling,  I  would  like  to  a£^  you 
a  couple  of  questions  about  S.  265. 

As  we  read  the  bill,  it  looks  as  though  you  require  loan  guaran- 
tee programs  authorized  in  the  future  to  be  subject  to  annual  ap- 
propriations. But  is  that  not  too  small?  Is  not  the  cat  out  of  tihe  bc^ 
at  this  point?  If  we  are  going  to  do  it  right,  should  it  not  apply  to 
existing  loan  guaranteed  programs,  as  well  as  those  in  the  future? 

Senator  Percy.  I  see  no  reason  why  it  should  not. 

Senator  Gorton.  How  about  direct  loans? 

Senator  Percy.  What  we  are  talking  about  are  guarantees  which 
are  a  potential  liability  that  any  corporation  would  have  to  put  on 
its  books.  I  think  the  Federal  Government  ought  to  have  it  on  its 
books,  too.  So  that  we  can  see  and  you  can  perhaps  estimate  what 
the  losses  may  be,  and  what  that  is  going  to  benefit,  but  as  long  as 
the  Government  is  hanging  out  there,  particul€u*ly  in  a  worldwide 
recession,  such  as  we  have,  with  defaults  coming  from  an  oil  pro- 
ducing coimtry  like  Mexico,  whatever  gu€u*antees  we  may  have 
behind  foreign  governments,  we  have  to  take  that  into  account  in 
our  budgeting. 

Senator  Gorton.  How  would  you  deal  with  loan  programs,  or 
credit  programs  which  €u*e  entitlements? 

Senator  Percy.  My  own  tendency  is  to  bring  as  many  things  as 
we  can  and  should,  that  have  an  impact  on  the  economy,  under 
control  of  the  budget. 

Senator  Gorton.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Chairman  Domenici.  Senator  Chiles? 

GERMANENESS  RULE 

Senator  Chiles.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  congratulate  the  Sena- 
tor on  his  statement,  and  I  certainly  recall  the  role  that  he  played 
initially  as  we  were  trying  to  bring  the  Budget  Act  into  being,  and 
his  rol^  on  the  Committee  on  Governmental  AfTairs,  and  in  the 
Senate  as  well. 

I  am  delighted  to  see  your  statement  in  r^;ard  to  the  germane- 
ness rule  associated  with  reconciliation,  and  in  fact,  there  is  noth- 
ing like  seeing  enlightenment  on  this  subject.  I  was  trying  to  sive 
tiie  Senator  from  Illinois  an  opportunity  to  make  tiie  kind  of 
change  that  he  was  talking  about,  that  he  would  like  to  have  done 
the  last  time.  I  recall  at  that  time  the  Senator  from  Illinois  had  a 
different  view  of  the  subject,  and  argued  along  with  the  nugority— 
not  always  an  enlightened  mcgority — ^but  a  migority,  that  there 
^ould  not  be  any  change  in  the  germaneness  rule,  when  the  Sena- 
tor from  Florida  was  trying  to  allow  the  Senator  fh)m  Illinois,  and 
others  of  us  to  be  able  to  make  those  cuts  and  add  provisions  to  the 
reconciliation  biUs. 
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Senator  Percy.  As  my  former  colleague,  Senator  Dirksen,  once 
said,  sometimes  you  have  to  just  rise  above  principles. 

Senator  Chiles.  I  am  delighted  to  see  that  in  your  statement,  be- 
cause I  think  that  is  something  that  definitelv  handicaps  the 
Senate  as  a  body,  and  many  of  us  from  being  able  to  try  to  work 
OUT  will,  as  opposed  to  having  the  Finance  Committee  tie  up  the 
whole  thing,  and  I  thank  the  Senator  from  Illinois  for  his  excellent 
statement. 

Senator  Percy.  Thank  you  very  much. 

CONSTrrunONAL  AMENDHiENT  ON  A  BALANCED  BUDGET 

Chairman  Domenici.  Senator  Percy,  I  will  not  aigue  the  point  on 
germaneness.  I  have  not  been  convinced  heretofore  by  Senator 
Chiles,  and  I  have  not  been  convinced  by  your  testimony  either  on 
germaneness,  but  I  will  express  my  views  on  it  later. 

Let  me  ask  you,  in  terms  of  your  notion  of  the  constitutional 
amendment  on  a  balanced  budget  that  might  become  the  law  of  the 
land,  would  you  think  it  might  be  reasonable  as  part  of  a  transition 
tow€u*d  that,  that  we  might  consider,  if  we  are  going  to  do  the 
amending,  that  we  establish  some  kind  of  glide  path  requirement, 
for  instance,  say  by  1985,  deficits  exceeding  $50  billion  would  re- 

auire  a  constitutional  extra  mcgority,  three-fifths,  get  something  on 
iie  books  moving  you  in  that  direction? 

Senator  Percy.  I  would  think  anything  that  we  can  do  to  move 
in  that  direction,  Mr.  Chairman,  would  be  good. 

I  finally,  reluctantly,  came  to  the  conclusion  to  support  Senate 
Joint  Resolution  58  and  changed  my  judgment  on  it,  when  I 
became  totally  frustrated  in  the  way  the  budget  process  was  work- 
ing. We  are  moving  in  a  perilous  direction,  and  we  have  got  to  try 
anything. 

But  whether  we  are  for  it  or  agcdnst  it,  we  ought  to  realize  this 
country  wants  a  bcdanced  budget.  There  is  no  question  about  that, 
how  you  get  there.  But  Congress  then  ought  to  do  everything  that 
we  can  in  an  interim  period,  such  as  you  have  suggested,  to  try  to 
move  in  that  direction. 

Chairman  Domenici.  Thank  you  very  much.  Senator. 

Senator  Percy.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  members  of  the 
committee,  very  much  indeed. 

Chairman  Domenici.  Senator  Chiles,  take  the  stand,  and  I  will 
swear  you  in.  [Laughter.] 

We  are  pleased  to  hear  from  you.  Senator  Chiles,  since  we  do  not 
hear  from  you  very  much. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  LAWTON  CHILES,  A  U.S.  SENATOR  FROM 
THE  STATE  OF  FLORn)A 

Senator  Chiles.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  start  off  by  compli- 
menting you  on  moving  ahead  with  this  full  set  of  hearings  on  re- 
vising the  Budget  Act. 

I  think  that  the  vote  on  the  constitutional  amendment  to  balance 
the  budget  shows  that  both  the  public  and  the  Congress  are  frus- 
trated b^  the  growing  Federal  deficits,  and  that  they  want  and  are 
demanding  to  see  changes  in  the  process  that  will  improve  the  out- 
come. 
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I  want  to  say  that  I  disagree  with  some  of  the  witnesses  who 
have  said  that  it  is  too  dangerous  to  bring  up  the  Budget  Act  for 
amendment  because  there  are  too  many  enemies  waiting  in  the 
wings  to  gut  it.  I  have  to  feel  that  if  we  do  nothing,  the  budget 
process  is  going  to  get  changed  by  simplistic  or  far-reaching  floor 
amendments  that  will  be  tacked  onto  the  debt  limit  bill  or  onto  a 
continuing  resolution. 

I  also  disagree  that  we  ought  to  continue  with  the  strategy  on 
changing  the  process  by  ad  hoc  additions  to  the  budget  resolution.  I 
think  much  of  the  current  resentment  against  the  budget  process  is 
that  procedural  changes  have  been  shoved  down  the  Congress 
throat  as  part  of  a  substantive  budget,  without  the  normal  opportu- 
nity for  debate  and  amendment.  Putting  reconciliation  on  the  first 
resolution  is  a  case  in  point.  As  you  know,  it  was  on  my  motion 
that  we  first  set  that  precedent  back  in  1980.  While  my  bill  would 
codify  reconciliation  on  the  first  resolution  as  a  deficit  reduction 
bill,  it  would  also  provide  safeguards  against  including  nonbudge- 
tary  items  in  the  specially  protected  bill. 

I  believe  that  the  resentment  against  the  1981  Reconciliation  Act 
is  less  due  to  the  budget  cuts  than  it  is  due  to  including  nonbudge- 
tary  legislation  like  block  grants  and  communications  Laws  that 
were  put  in  the  reconciliation  budget-cutting  bill.  So  I  believe  we 
will  strengthen  the  process  in  the  long  run  if  we  take  the  act  to  the 
floor  for  open  debate,  and  offset  tighter  enforcement  provisions 
with  better  safeguards  for  the  other  committees  and  for  individual 
members  who  want  to  offer  floor  amendments  to  reconciliation. 

BALANCED  BUDGET  ENFORCEMENT  ACT  OF  1982 

The  bill  that  I  introduced  last  week  follows  the  basic  outline  I 
presented  last  May  when  I  introduced  my  own  version  of  the  con- 
stitutional amendment.  I  want  to  sav  also,  as  Senator  Percy  said 
that,  for  the  longest  time  I  resisted  the  constitutional  amendment. 
I  felt  that  we  should  not  have  to  have  a  constitutional  amendment 
to  balance  the  budget.  I  always  felt  that  the  Budget  Act  was  goii 
to  be  the  pacesetter  to  guide  us  along  the  path  to  the  balanc 
budget,  and  I  still  think  that  we  can  do  it  by  simple  legislation,  if 
we  have  the  will  to  do  it. 

My  bill  would  enforce  the  constitutional  amendment  for  balanc- 
ing the  budget  at  a  limited  rate  of  revenue  along  the  lines  of  the 
compromise  version  which  you  and  I  were  able  to  work  out  witJi 
our  floor  amendment.  But  my  bill  is  free  standing,  and  would  start 
us  moving  tow€u*d  the  balanced  budget  even  in  the  absence  of  a 
constitutional  mandate.  I  think  we  both  agree  that  Congress  needs 
to  get  some  practice  before  we  are  faced  with  a  constitutional  re- 
quirement, and  perhaps  if  we  get  something  like  this  going  we  will 
not  need  the  constitutional  requirement,  to  start  with. 

BftAJOR  REFORM  MEASURES 

My  bill  also  contains  mcgor  reform  measures,  such  as  a  regula- 
tory budget,  binding  outyecu*  figures,  binding  committee  allocations 
ana  a  credit  budget,  which  I  have  been  working  on  for  sevend 
years.  I  would  like  to  outline  for  the  committee  the  mcgor  features 
of  my  biU.  I  will  submit  for  the  record  the  text  of  the  bill,  a  section- 


Digitized  by 


Google 


219 

by-section  analysis,  and  a  letter  from  CBO  commenting  on  its 
content.^ 

BALANCED  BUDGET  REQUIRED 

First,  we  would  require  that  the  budget  resolution  and  the  Presi- 
dent's budget  must  be  balanced,  except  in  time  of  national  econom- 
ic emergency,  such  as  a  recession. 

CODIFY  RECONCIUATION 

Second,  we  would  codify  reconciliation  on  the  first  budget  resolu- 
tion and  make  that  resolution  binding.  The  tie  to  a  balanced 
budget  is  simple.  We  would  require  CBO  to  calculate  a  current  law 
level  of  outlays  and  revenues— defined  in  the  bill — and  require  the 
deficit  reduction  bill  to  be  of  sufficient  magnitude  to  eliminate  the 
current  law  deficit.  Deficit  reduction  could  entail  either  spending 
cuts  or  tax  increases,  but  revenue  growth  would  be  limited  to  a  5- 
year  average  GNP  growth.  To  go  over  that  revenue  limit.  Budget 
Committee  would  have  to  report  a  separate  resolution  and  there 
would  have  to  be  a  separate  roUcall  vote  to  raise  taxes  for  a  speci- 
fied purpose,  such  as  defense  or  social  security,  whatever  we  decide 
that  purpose  would  be. 

TEMPORARY  TAX  INCREASE 

Third,  we  would  offset  the  tendency  to  use  our  optimistic  eco- 
nomic and  spending  estimates,  by  requiring  a  temporarv  tax  in- 
crease in  the  following  year  to  pay  off  any  unanticipated  deficit.  Of 
course,  we  allow  a  further  deficit  reduction  bill  as  the  preferred 
way  to  deal  with  a  deficit  that  appeared  in  the  middle  of  the  fiscal 
year.  Let  me  add  that  this  part  of  my  bill  effectively  moves  the 
second  budget  resolution  to  the  middle  of  the  fiscal  year.  It  says  we 
would  have  to  look  at  the  President's  January  estimates  and  the 
revised  CBO  estimates,  and  see  whether  we  were  still  on  a  track  to 
a  balanced  budget.  If  not,  we  would  have  to  take  corrective  action. 
Since  we  usually  have  to  pass  a  third  budget  resolution  each  spring 
to  deal  with  reestimates,  moving  the  second  to  that  time  is  far 
more  realistic  than  keeping  it  in  September. 

BALANCED  BUDGET  WAIVER 

Fourth,  I  would  provide  a  waiver  of  the  balanced  budget  for  na- 
tional economic  emergencies,  such  as  recessions.  However,  I  would 
prevent  the  use  of  recession  as  an  excuse  for  new  programs  by  re- 
quiring a  payback,  with  interest,  in  the  2  vears  following  the  reces- 
sion-invoked waiver.  This  would  offset  the  tendency  to  push  for 
permanent  new  spending  under  the  cover  of  an  unavoidable  deficit. 

ENFORCEMENT 

Fifth,  enforcement:  Make  authorizing  committee  totals  binding.  I 
would  make  Appropriations  Subcommittee  allocations  binding,  and 
divide  allocation  into  regular  and  supplemental  portions.  Provide 
points  of  order  against  any  bill  or  amendment  which  would  cause  a 
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committee's  allocation  to  be  exceeded.  Prohibit  off-budget  spendii^, 
such  as  the  provision  in  last  year's  reconciliation  bill,  which  said 
you  just  would  not  count  the  strategic  petroleum  reserve  in  the 
budget. 

CREOrr  BUDGET 

Then  I  would  institute  a  credit  budget  to  control  direct  loans, 
loan  guarantees  and  other  forms  of  off-budget  financial  activities 
that  offset  the  credit  markets. 

CLOSE  ENTITLEMENT  LOOPHOLE 

Next,  close  the  entitlement  loophole:  In  addition  to  making  all 
the  5-year  figures  in  the  resolution  binding,  we  would  eliminate  the 
current  provision  that  exempts  an  entitlement  increase  from  a 
point  of  order  if  it  takes  place  the  year  after  the  year  of  the  budget 
resolution. 

Right  now,  Mr.  Chairman,  as  you  know,  this  is  a  very,  very  big 
loophole,  and  right  now,  entitlements  can  totally  avoid  points  of 
order  just  by  having  a  delayed  effective  date. 

REGULATORY  BUDGET 

Next,  I  would  institute  a  regulatory  budget  process,  parallel  to 
the  spending  process  in  the  Budget  Act — we  would  have  a  Presi- 
dent's regulatory  budget  request;  the  budget  resolution  would  set 
broad  functional  totals — then  the  Appropriations  Committee  would 
set  detailed  agency-by-agency  limitations  on  the  total  cost  of  Feder- 
al regulations. 

It  seems  to  me  that  in  the  regulatory  area,  we  are  in  about  the 
same  situation  we  faced  in  spending  control  before  the  1974  Budget 
Act.  We  know  we  have  created  a  mass  of  regulations,  covering  ev- 
erything from  safe  food,  to  clean  air  and  water,  to  highway  safety 
and  occupational  health.  We  know  that  many  or  most  of  tliese  reg- 
ulations are  worthwhile,  but  we  do  not  know  their  total  cost.  And 
we  have  no  way  of  setting  priorities  on  where  we  need  to  see  r^^- 
lations  tightened,  and  where  we  need  to  see  them  relaxed. 

When  the  administration  comes  in  and  says  "all  regulations 
have  to  be  drastically  reduced  because  they  cost  too  much,''  we 
have  no  rational  response.  We  C€umot  say,  'liere  is  our  regulatory 
budget.  We  agree  that  the  following  regulations  can  be  relaxed,  but 
if  you  keep  the  others,  the  total  cost  will  be  acceptable."  Each  time 
a  new  proposal  comes  up,  to  either  create  a  new  regulation  or 
scrap  an  existing  one,  the  economists  set  about  reinventing  the 
wheel.  We  get  so  many  conflicting  I'eports  about  what  total  regula- 
tions in  that  particular  area  cotst.  The  public  would  certainly  be 
better  served  if  we  had  an  ongoing  analysis  of  the  cost  of  regula- 
tions in  each  mcgor  function. 

Recognizing  that  we  are  in  an  early  state-of-the-art  in  developing 
regulatory  cost  analyses,  I  am  proposing  that  for  the  first  2  years, 
we  just  make  the  grand  totals  binding.  As  we  develop  the  detailed 
cost  allocations  in  those  years,  we  would  move  to  a  full-scale  r^^- 
latory  budget  that  moved  parallel  to  the  spending  budget.  The  reg- 
ulatory budget  would  follow  the  same  detailed  development  process 
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as  the  spending  budget,  so  the  administration  would  be  supplying 
Congress  with  detailed  information  about  its  proposals.  This  would 
give  the  committees  of  Congress  a  vastly  improved  capacity  for 
oversight  of  the  executive  agencies  and  their  regulatory  activities. 
Thank  you. 

BftANDATORY  ALLOCATION  OF  CROSSWALKS 

Chairman  DoMENia.  Thank  you  very  much,  Senator  Chiles. 

I  think  you  have  raised  many  excellent  points.  From  the  stand- 
point of  the  doable,  I  know  this  is  a  hard  question  to  answer,  be- 
cause it  might  very  well  depend  upon  times  and  changing  personal- 
ities and  makeup,  but  do  you  recdly  think  that  we  could  get 
through  both  Houses  of  Congress  the  mandatory  allocation  of  the 
crosswalks,  as  you  have  suggested,  with  the  point  of  order  on  the 
bills  if  they  exceed  them? 

Senator  Chiles.  I  recdly  do  not  know.  Just  to  be  frank  with  you, 
it  seems,  to  me  that  if  the  constitutional  amendment  is  frustrated, 
and  it  looks  like  there  is  a  possibility  of  that  happening,  although  I 
think  there  is  still  so  much  pressure  out  there  coming  from  the 
folks,  to  have  Congress  do  something  about  balancing  the  budget, 
that  if  we  could  convince  the  people  that  my  bill  is  a  way  of  really 
getting  fiscal  order,  then  I  would  hope  we  could  harness  that  pres- 
sure. 

I  have  a  much  better  feeling  that  we  would  have  a  shot  at  it  in 
the  Senate,  than  I  can  determine  about  the  House,  because  I  just 
do  not  have  any  kind  of  feeling  at  all  for  that. 

Chairman  Domenici.  Of  course,  inherent  in  the  suggestion  is  not 
that  the  Budget  Committee  would  make  the  allocation  to  the  cross- 
walks. 

Senator  Chiles.  Yes. 

Chairman  Domenici.  The  appropriators  could  do  that? 

Senator  Chiles.  Absolutely. 

Chairman  Domenici.  They  do  it  now.  Their  problem  is  that  it  is 
not  binding,  and  they  have  the  inherent  power  to  change  it,  and 
they  are  not  necessarily  the  same  appropriations  in  both  Houses. 
And  you  make  another  excellent  point  there;  the  supplemental 
are  played  off  agcdnst  the  others,  rather  than  as  you  have  indicat- 
ed, takmg  cognizance  that  there  is  going  to  be  a  supplemental  for 
pay,  so  go  ahead  and  put  it  in,  and  bind  it. 

Senator  Chiles.  Right. 

Let  me  just  interrupt,  if  I  might. 

They  just  handed  me  a  note  that  they  are  voting  on  two  impor- 
tant votes  on  defense.  I  am  going  to  have  to  run  down  there.  I  will 
be  delighted  to  come  back. 

Chairman  DoMENia.  No,  unless  Senator  Gorton  or  Senator 
Quayle  have  some  urgent  questions,  we  do  not  expect  you  to  come 
back.  We  appreciate  it  very  much. 

Senator  Chiles.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Chairman  Domenici.  Senator  Quayle,  do  you  want  to  wait  for 
Senator  Ford,  and  the  two  of  you  start  together? 

Senator  Quayle.  I  can  go  ahead  and  start.  Is  he  on  his  way? 

Why  do  I  not  go  £diead?  Whatever  you  want. 
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Chairman  Domenici.  No,  I  am  for  it.  If  you  feel  comfortable  to  go 
without  him,  I  would  prefer  it,  so  that  we  could  finish  at  12  instead 
of  1,  it  would  be  my  desire  today.  We  had  time  allotted  through  1 
o'clock  to  finish.  I  think  we  can  finish. 

Senator  Quayle  and  Senator  Ford  would  be  our  last  morning  wit- 
nesses, and  you  are  appearing  about  15  minutes  earlier  tlum  we 
had  advised  Senator  Ford,  but  we  are  going  to  call  him  now. 

Senatoi*  Quayle,  we  are  delighted  to  hear  from  you.  We  know  of 
youj*  genuine  interest,  not  only  in  the  Budget  Act,  but  in  the  whole 
process  of  budgeting,  including  the  appropriations  process,  and  we 
look  forward  to  your  testimony. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  DAN  QUAYLE,  A  U.S.  SENATOR  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  INDIANA 

Senator  Quayle.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  want  to  conunend 
you  for  opening  up  the  dialog  on  something  that  I  think  that  the 
Congress  has  got  to  pay  serious  attention  to.  I  have  a  prepared 
statement  that  I  will  siunmarize  and  ask  that  the  full  statement  be 
made  a  part  of  the  record. 

Chairman  Domenici.  Without  objection. 
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STATEMENT  OF  HON.  DAN  QUAYLE 

Th«  Budget  Act  of  1974  was  passed  to  sinplify,  clacify*  straas- 
line  and  sava  tise  and  aonay.  How  Congrass  finds  itsalf  unabla 
to  Beet  its  budgetary  deadlines,  control  its  own  legislative  schedule 
or  perfocn  proper  evaluations  and  oversight  of  prograiis.  In  its 
present  forn,  the  process  sinply  does  not  work. 

What  has  happened  is  that  the  Congressional  Budget  process  has 
evolved  into  a  najor  iaplenent  for  naking  fiscal  and  econoaic  policy. 
Hundreds  of  programs  have  been  affected,  billions  of  dollars. in 
spending  cuts  and  nany  changes  in  our  tax  laws  enacted  in  the  guise 
of  abiding  with  budget  resolutions  and  reconciliation  bills.  In  fact, 
during  the  last  two  years  the  nost  significant  legislation  passed 
by  Congress  have  been  in  the  forn  of  reconciliation  bills. 

Congress  cannot  be  expected  to  authorize,  appropriate,  evaluate 
and  give  proper  oversight  to  a  budget  totaling  $750  billion  within  the 
tine  constraints  of  one  year.  Yet  it  is  expected  to.   It  is  also 
supposed  to  continue  considering  other  inportant  legislation  on  a 
rational  and  methodical  basis.  For  this  to  happen,  and  for  Congress 
to  do  the  best  job  possible,  it  needs  nore  time. 

That  is  why  I  have  introduced  in  the  Senate  (along  with  Senator 
Ford  of  Kentucky)  the  Budget  Procedures  Inprovesent  Act  of  1982, 
S.  2864.  This  bill  would  strengthen  and  reforn  the  current  Congressional 
budget  process  by  extending  the  one  year  budget  cycle  to  two.  It  also 
provides  for  aore  timely  oversight  of  authorizing  legislation  and 
appropriations. 
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Probleis  with  th»  Curr»nt  8p»ndiiig  and  Budq»t  Proc»»— 

The  traditional  Congressional  process  of  reaching  spending  de-^ 
cisions  involves  two  stages,  each  executed^by  different  cosMittees  in  '  . 
each  House.  At  the  first  level,  authorising  cosMittees  review  specific 
programs  and  spell  out  their  detailed  line-iten  requireaents.  Following 
these  actions,  appropriations  coMiittees  are  supposed  to  evaluate  the 
reconaiended  authorizations  and  deternine  the  actual  spending  levels 
for  authorized  prograns. 

The  1974  Budget  Act  established  the  two  Budget  Cosnittees,  not 
as  replacements  for  either  the  authorising  or  appropriations  cosMittees, 
but  as  a  third  layer  in  the  spending  process.  The  Budget  Cosnittees 
were  intended  to  set  targets  and  ceilings  for  the  other  coMiittees,  but 
not  to  engage  in  line-item  determinations.  The  purpose  of  the  Budget 
Act  was  to  create  a  procedure  by  which  normal  spending  decisions  could 
be  made  in  a  better- informed  environment.  Total  revenues  and  aggregate 
spending  as  well  as  deficits  and  out-year  budget  projections  were  to 
become  part  of  the  Congressional  decision-making  process. 

In  practice,  the  budget  process  has  pot  worked  this  way,  partly 
because  the  traditional  distinction  between  authorisations  and  appro- 
priations have  become  blurred  over  the  last  several  years,  and  partly 
because  Congress  has  been  unable  to  complete  its  work  on  authorisation 
and  appropriations  bills  in  a  timely  way.  Also,  the  19TI  Budget  Act 
is  extremely  unwieldy. 

Under  current  law.  Congress  must  pass  two  budget  resolutions  saoh 
year  —  a  First  Budget  Resolution  on  May  15  to  set  targets  for  spending 
by  functional  categories,  and  a  Second  Budget  Resolution  by  Ssptesriber  15 
to  set  binding  floors  on  revenue  and  ceilings  on  sxpenditures*  Recon- 
ciliation as  envisaged  in  the  1974  Budget  Act  is  a  simple  mechanism  for 
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technically  adjusting  the  figures  in  the  Second  Budget  Resolution 
with  those  in  the  First.  The  1974  Budget  Act  extended  the  fiscal 
year  fron  July  1  to  October  1,  so  that  appropriations  conmittees  would  ' 
have  more  time  to  complete  appropriations  actions.^  It  was  hoped  that 
continuing  resolutions,  already  a  problem  in  1974,  could  be  eliminated 
by  this  three-month  extension.  The  budget  timetable  established  by 
the  1974  Budget  Act  is  presented  in  Table  1. 

Since  passage  of  the  Budget  Act,  the  first  and  second  budget 
resolution  deadlines  have  been  met  only  twice  out  of  eleven  reporting 
dates.  Authorizing  and  appropriation  bills  have  also  been  slow  in 
emerging  from  the  Congress. 

The  present  Budget  Act  has  not  fulfilled  expectations.   It  allows 
too  little  time  for  consideration  of  authorization  and  appropriations 
bills,  and  too  little  time  for  program  oversight.  The  power  of  the 
executive  branch  to  reduce  the  congressional  work  load  through  use  of 
traditional  and  normal  Presidential  impoundment  powers  is  also  limited 
by  the  Act. 2 

Problems  with  the  Authorization  and  Oversight  Processes 
The  distinction  between  authorisations  and  appropriations  is  blurred. 
Since  the  rapid  growth  of  entitlement  programs,  in  the  early  1970*8, 
authorization  bills  have  taken  on  the  characteristics  of  appropriations 
bills  by  mandating  specific  levels  of  spending.  On  the  other  hand,  the 
recent  and  growing  practice  of  attaching  legislative  riders  to  appro- 
priations bills  has  also  changed  their  character.  Frequently,  appro- 
priations have  included  specific  line-item  requirements,  in  the  manner 
of  authorizing  legislation. 
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TABLE  1. 

CONGRESSIONAL  BUDGET  TIMETABLE 
UNDER  THE  1974  BUDGET  ACT 


Oct.,  Nov.,  Dec. 

3rd  Week  of  Jan. 

Late  January 
Jan.,  Feb.,  Mar. 


No  Later  Than  March 
15th 

No  Later  Than  April 
15th 


Late  April 


Early  May 


No  Later  Than  May 
15th 

No  Later  Than  May 
15th 


June  k   July 

Late  SuiBAer 

Labor  Day  •»-  7  Days 
September  15 

Septenber  25th 
October  1st 


Longer  Term,  In-Depth  Analysis  of  next 
year's  issues  by  Budget  Coowittee  Staffs 
and  the  Congressional  Budget  Office  (CBO) • 

President's  version  of  next  year's  budget 
received  and  analysis  by  the  Budget  CoMiittee 

Staffs. 

Congressional  Budget  Office  subaiits  Annual 
Report. 

Budget  Committee  hearings  on  next  year's 
budget,  completion  of  staff  studies. 

All  Senate  Committees  report  needs  and 
provide  data  to  Budget  Committee. 

Budget  Committee  decides  o%#n  version  of 
budget  and  reports  to  Senate  Floor  (First 
Budget  Resolution) . 

Senate  debates  first  Budget  Resolution 
containing  non-binding  spending  and 
revenue  targets. 

Conference  between  Senate  and  Rouse  to  iron 
out  differences  between  two  versions. 

Congress  agrees  to  First  Budget  Resolution, 
allocates  spending  targets  to  Committees. 

Congressional  Committees  report  naw  author- 
izing legislation;  Appropriations  Committee 
begins  work  on  Appropriations  Bills. 

Spending  bills  reported  to  Senate  Floor, 
measured  against  First  Budget  Resolution. 

Budget  Committee  reviews  economy  and  budget 
developments;  pre|>ares  Second  Budget  Resolution. 

Congress  completes  action  on  all  spending  bills. 

Congress  completes  action  on  Second  Budget 
Resolution  setting  binding  revenue  floor  and 
spending  ceilinga  and  allocates  final  spending 
leve  9  to  Committees. 

If  necessary.  Congress  completes  action  on 
Reconciliation  Bill,  to  cut  back  on  spending 
through  changes  in  already  enacted  laws. 

New  Fiscal  Year  begins. 
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Thus,  in  recent  years  it  has  becone  increasingly  difficult  to 
distinguish  the  differences  between  authorizing  bills  and  appropriations 
bills.   In  addition,  the  arguments  surrounding  certain  authorisations 
have  been  so  heated  that  on  occasion  appropriations  bills  have  passed 
before  the  relevant  authorizing  legislation.  This  process  turns  the 
traditional  legislative  scheme  ^upside-down.  The  results  are  a  chaotic 
legislative  process  that  has  nearly  ground  to  a  halt. 

Congress  also  makes  ineffective  use  of  its  oversight  powers  in  the 
process  of  passing  authorizing  legislation.  Yet  its  responsibilities 
in  this  area  are  enormous. 

For  example,  it  was  estimated  the  President's  fiscal  year  1981 
budget  contained  150  civil  and  defense-budget  accounts  with  approximately 
1,000  programs  requiring  some  kind  of  annual  authorisation  action.^ 

In  the  rush  to  review  $750  billion  worth  of  programs,  pass  the 
requisite  thirteen  appropriations  bills,  and  two  budget  resolutions 
each  year,  programs  are  rarely,  if  ever,  carefully  evaluated.  Congress 
simply  does  not  have  the  time  to  collect  and  review  all  the  relevant 
information  with  respect  to  programs  which  now  must  be  authorized  on  an 
annual  basis.   In  fact.  Congress  spends  virtually  no  time  in  review  and 
oversight  of  entitlement  programs,  yet  these  now  account  for  more  than 
half  the  Federal  budget. 

Breakdown  in  the  Appropriations  Process 
Compared  to  our  ability  to  conduct  oversight  and  review  authori- 
zations, our  record  on  appropriations  since  enactment  of  the  Budget  Act 
is  equally  dismal. 
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Congress,  under  nornal  legislative  procedures,  should  fund 
Federal  agencies  for  a  fiscal  year  through  the  annual  enactment  of 
thirteen  regular  appropriation  bills.   If  Congress  does  not  complete 
action  on  one  or  more  of  these  bills  before  October  1,  it  then  enacts 
continuing  appropriations  in  the  form  of  a  joint  resolution.  This 
provides  stop-gap  funding  for  the  affected  agencies.  Joint  resolutions 
of  this  type  are  generally  referred  to  as  "continuing  resolutions." 

The  practical  effect  of  these  resolutions  is  to  continue  the 
funding  of  programs  where,  in  the  absence  of  regular  authorizing  legis- 
lation and  appropriations,  they  would  lapse.  Their  use  is  defended  by 
House  Appropriations  Conunittee  Chairman  Jamie  Nhitten,  who  states  that: 

the  philosophy  of  the  continuing  resolution  is  to  provide 
minimum  funding  for  the  orderly  continuation  of  existing 
programs  for  the  interim  period  until  regular  appropriation 
bills  are  enacted.^ 

Continuing  resolutions  were  first  used  over  a  century  ago,  but 
they  are  now  becoming  a  common  and  recurring  feature  of  the  appropriations 
process.   Since  1972,  thirty-four  continuing  resolutions  have  been  enacted 
into  law  (see  Table  2).   In  the  six  years  since  the  Budget  Act  took  effect, 
there  has  been  only  one  occasion  when  all  appropriations  bills  were  en- 
acted on  time.   Even  that  year  a  continuing  resolution  was  necessary  to 
fund  some  programs.  Over  the  past  five  years,  fifteen  continuing  reso- 
lutions have  been  enacted,  and  Congress  has  enacted  continuing  reso- 
lutions every  year  since  the  new  budget  process  became  effective.  Today, 
much  of  the  Federal  Government  is  functioning  because  of  a  continuing 
resolution. 

In  addition,  funding  levels  in  soaie  continuing  resolutions  have 
been  permitted  at  higher  rates  than  the  previous  year's.  And, 
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TABLE  2.  Continuing  Resolutions  Enacted  for  Fiscal  Years  1972-1982 


Fiscal 
Year 


Congress 


House  Joint 
resolution  number 


Public  Law 
number 


Date  approved  1/ 


1972 
1972 
1972 
1972 
1972 

92nd 
92nd 
92nd 
92nd 
92nd 

742 
829 
916 
946 
1005 

1973 
1973 
1973 
1973 
1973 

92nd 
92nd 
92nd 
92nd 
93rd 

1234 
1278 
1306 
1331 
345 

1974 
1974 

93rd 
93rd 

636 
727 

1975 
1975 
1975 
1975 

93rd 
93rd 
93rd 
94  th 

1C62 

1167 

1178 

219 

1976 
1976 
1976 

94  th 
94th 
94th 

499 
?33 
857 

1977 
1977 

94th 
95th 

1105 
351 

1978 
1978 
1978 

95th 
95th 
95th 

626 
643 
662 

1979 

95th 

1139 

1980* 
1980 

96  th 
96th 

412 
440 

92- 

-38 

07- 

-01- 

■71 

92- 

-71 

08- 

■09- 

■71 

92- 

-139 

10- 

-15- 

•71 

92- 

■162 

il- 

-20- 

■71 

92- 

-201 

12- 

-18- 

-71 

92- 

-334 

07- 

-01- 

■72 

92- 

-390 

08- 

-18- 

-72 

92-446 

09- 

-29- 

-72 

92- 

■571 

10- 

■26- 

-72 

93- 

■9 

03-08- 

-73 

93- 

-52 

07-01- 

73 

93- 

-124 

10- 

-16- 

-73 

93- 

-324 

06- 

-30- 

-74 

93- 

-448 

10< 

-17. 

-74 

93- 

-570 

12- 

■31- 

-74 

94- 

-7 

03- 

-14- 

-75 

94- 

-41 

06- 

-27- 

-75 

94- 

-159 

12- 

-20- 

-75 

94- 

-254 

03- 

-31- 

-76 

94- 

-473 

10- 

•11- 

-76 

95- 

-16 

04- 

-01- 

-77 

95- 

-130 

10- 

-13- 

-77 

95- 

•165 

11- 

-09- 

-77 

95- 

-205 

12- 

-09- 

-77 

95- 

-482 

10' 

-18 

-78 

95- 

-86 

10< 

-12 

-79 

95-123 

11 

-20 

-79 
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TABLE  2,   Continued 


Fiscal  House  joint       Public  law 

Year    Congress    resolution  nuabec      nuaber    Date  approved!/ 


1981 

96th 

610 

96-369 

10-01-tO 

1981 

96  th 

^^^  o. 

96-536 

12-16-80 

1981 

97  th 

HR35122/ 

97-12 

06-05-81 

1982 

97th 

325 

97-51 

10-01-ai 

1982 

97th 

368 

97-85 

11-23-ai 

1982 

97th 

370 

97-92 

12-15-ai 

1982 

97tb 

409 

97-161 

03-31-82 

1/  Section  501  of  the  Congressional  Budget  and  iBpoundaent  Control 
Act  of  1974  (Public  Law  93-344)  changed  the  start  of  the  fiscal  year 
from  July  1  to  October  1*  effective  beginning  with  fiscal  year  1977. 

2/  A  suppleaental  appropriation  that  provided  further  continuing 
appropriations  for  specified  agendas. 
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mandatory  spending  has  frequently  been  differentiated  froa  discre- 
tionary spending. 

In  cases  where  the  Appropriations  Coamittees  have  no  discretion 
over  the  allocation  of  certain  funds,  the  continuing  resolutions  pro- 
vide for  "such  amounts  as  may  be  necessary."  This  spending  is  there- 
fore not  tied  to  a  particular  rate.  Such  an  action  applies  to  annually 
appropriated  entitlement  programs  such  as  Veterans*  compensation # 
Federal  unemployment  benefits  and  Black  Lung  Disability  payments.  The 
end  result  is  an  automatic  increase  in  "uncontrollable" #  or  mandatory 
spending.  This  happens  even  though  no  authorizing  legislation  or  ap- 
propriations have  passed  Congress  beyond  the  relevant  continuing  ap- 
propriation.^ 

In  overall  terms,  passage  of  the  Budget  Act  has  not  resulted  in  a 
more  rational  and  efficient  Congressional  process  for  making  decisions 
on  appropriations.  The  haphazard  system  of  review  and  the  reliance  on 
continuing  appropriations  makes  long-range  planning  impossible.  This 
is  true  for  federal,  state  and  local  agencies  dependent  on  federal  funds. 

Under  the  present  system,  programs  are  not  effectively  evaluated 
before  funding  is  either  fully  or  partially  appropriated.  Also,  managers 
of  annually  authorized  programs  have  little  flexibility.  They  must 
spend  the  funds  appropriated  for  the  given  year  or  run  the  risk  of  losing 
deferred  budget  authority  in  the  succeeding  year's  budget. 

The  result  of  this  is  that  many  federal  programs  are  regarded  as 
suspect  and  unstable.  And  individuals  dealing  with  these  programs  cannot 
be  certain  of  funding  levels  or  plan  their  activities  except  on  a  short- 
term  basis.  This  situation  only  harms  the  morale  of  people  involved  ^nd 
hampers  the  efficient  operation  of  the  programs. 
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Executive  Inability  to  H»lp  tt^tionmlizm   8p»ndiiiq  Dgcl»ion«t 
The  Loss  of  I«pound»ent  Pow»r« 

Historically,  Presidents  have  used  iapoundaent  powers  to  sake 
spending  decisions.  This  kept  Congressional  cosnittees  f ron  being 
inundated  with  copious  quantities  of  annual  decisions. 

Presidential  inpoundaent  dates  back  to  the  early  days  of  the  Re- 
public r  and  has  been  a  major  budget  instruaent  since  the  Mew  Deal. 
Franklin  Roosevelt  held  back  funds  froa  public  works  projectsi  Barry 
Truman  withheld  money  from  veterans'  hospitals  and  the  Air  Porctfi  and 
John  Kennedy  impounded  funds  allocated  for  the  B-70  bomber.  President 
Nixon  broadened  the  use  of  impoundment  by  withholding  funds  from  highways* 
water  and  sewer  grants*  and  various  urban  programs. 

Current  law  reflects  Congress'  reaction  to  Nixon's  use  of  the  im- 
poundment power  as  he  refused  to  spend  funds  for  programs  he  did  not 
like.  This  was  the  case  even  though  they  had  been  authorized  and  ap- 
propriated by  Congress. 

The  1974  Budget  Act,  officially  entitled  the  Budget  Impoundment 
and  Control  Act,  attempts  to  reduce  the 'President's  power  to  impound 
funds.  The  President  is  now  required  to  inform  Congress  should  he  decide 
to  withhold  funds  from  appropriated  programs.  Such  a  decision  is  presently 
subject  to  congressional  disapproval. 

The  Act  provides  for  congressional  control  over  two  types  of  presi- 
dential impoundments:   (1)  Rescissions  —  when  appropriations  lapse  before 
being  spent,  and  (2)  Deferrals  —  when  expenditures  are  delayed.  For 
a  rescission  to  stand,  the  law  requires  Congress  to  vote  its  concurrence. 
Otherwise,  ^he  rescission  is  automatically  disapproved.  Deferrals  are 
allowed  to  stand  unless  either  the  House  or  the  Senate  disapproves. 
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During  the  last  two  Presidencies,  the  use  of  the  inpoundnent 
power  under  the  Budget  Act  has  appeared  to  be  declining.  President 
Ford  asked  for  approximately  $7  billion  in  rescissions  in  1975  and 
1976  and  Congress  accepted  about  $500  Billion  —  or  7  percent. 

In  the  four  years  of  the  Carter  administration,  the  President 
asked  for  rescissions  totaling  about  $5  billion.  Congress  approved 
some  $2.6  billion  (52  percent).  However,  President  Reagan,  in  1981  - 
-  a  period  of  budget  crisis  —  requested  $16.5  billion  in  rescissions, 
of  which  $1.1  billion  were  later  withdrawn.  Congress  accepted  $11.7 
billion,  or  71  percent. 

Over  the  life  of  the  Budget  Act,  the  value  of  deferrals  has  ex- 
ceeded the  dollar  value  of  rescissions.  Yet  deferrals  are  not  really 
savings  as  they  must  be  spent  during  the  fiscal  year. 

Congressman  Robert  Giaimo,  former  Chairman  of  the  House  Budget 
Committee,  describes  the  1974  Budget  Act  as  a  bargain  between  the 
Congress  and  the  President  in  which  Congress  agrees  to  curb  its 
undisciplined  spending  habits  in  exchange  for  the  President's  surrender 
of  his  impoundment  powers.^ 

Congress,  in  adopting  the  Budget  Act,. determined  it  would  make 
the  difficult  political  choices  on  spending  and  tax  matters,  rather 
than  leaving  them  to  the  President.  However,  it  is  clear  that  within 
the  framework  of  the  1974  Budget  Act,  Congress  is  unable  to  make 
these  choices.  Congress  must  now  determine  whether  to  restore  the 
President's  impoundment  powers  or  to  reform  the  Budget  Act  or  some 
combination  of  the  two.   If  nothing  is  done,  our  legislative  process 
will  grind  to  a  halt. 
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8.  28€4^will  r*plac*  th«  annual  fiscal  yaar  cycla  with  a  tw»-y««r 
fiscal  period. 

To  accoaplish  tbis,  th«  bill  aaends  provisions  of  the  Congressional 
Budget  and  Inpoundaent  Control  Act  of  1974  (P.L.  93-344  as  amended), 
the  Budget  and  Accounting  Act  of  1921  (31  U.S.C.  sec.  11  (a)),  and 
various  other  provisions  in  Title  31  U.S.  Code,  in  Title  1,  and  in 
other  titles. 

This  legislation  provides  for  authorisations  in  each  odd  nuabered 
year  and  appropriations  in  each  even  nuaibered  year.  There  are  appropriate 
■eans  for  changes  should  they  become  necessary  to  aeet  unforeseen  circum- 
stances.  It  also  directs  the  President  to  provide  the  Congress  with  a 
prograa  which  essentially  converts  annual  into  biennial  (or  longer) 
authorizations.  This  is  in  accord  with  the  stateaent  in  the  Bouse  Conference 
Report  (H.  Report.  No.  93-1101)  on  the  1974  Act: 

The  aanagers  hav«  given  careful  consideration  to  all  of  the 
el^Ei«ntA  in  the  budget  calecid^i:  and  pacticu  arly  to  the  need 
for  a  lowing  ^dequ^te  ti»e  foe  cooaittee  pcepacatiofi  and 
floor  debate  on  each  budget  decision.  The  aanagera  believe 
that  n  the  futurt  it  will  be  necessary  to  authotite  p;ogr«as 
a  yea  or  aor*  in  advance  of  th«  period  tot   which  appropt  at ions 
are  to  be  aade   ifhen  this  is  done,  Congrens  will  have  adequate 
tiae  for  coniid«ring  bi^dget* related  legislation  within  the 
tiaetable  of  the  congressional  budget  process.  The  manager* 
call  attention  to  sectioii  407  which  requires  advance  subnisBiona 
of  proposed  author  zing  legislation,  and  to  the  expectation 
that  Cong  re as  will  develop  a  pattern  of  advance  authotlxations 
for  prograas  now  authorised  on  an  annual  or  aultiyear  basis 
(31  D.S.C.  11(c)). 

Rep.  Richard  Boiling,  of  Niisouri,  supports  a  two-year  budget 

process.  During  debate  on  the  conference  report  on  the  1974  bill,  he  saidt 


iSee  p.  664. 
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I  an  convinced  that  th«  most  sensible  —  and  in  the  long  run# 
necessary  —  solution  would  be   the  enactment  of  authorizing 
legislation  in  the  year  before  the  appropriations  are  made. 
If  this  were  done.  Congress  would  be  a^le  to  proceed  to  early 
consideration  of  appropriations  bills  and  the  dismal  practice 
of  continuing  resolutions  imuld  be  ended   The  conference  will 
move  ifl  the  direction  of  advance  authorizations  by  requiring 
the  President  to  submit  requests  for  new  authorizations  in  the 
calendar  year  prior  to  the  one  in  which  they  are  to  take  effect. 
The  bill  also  calls  for  a  atudy  of  the  dealrKbility  and 
feasibility  of  advance  appropriations. 

S.  2846  provides  that  coaaencing  in  the  98th  Congress  and  be- 
ginning on  October  1,  1984,  and  each  even  numbered  year  thereafter, 
there  shall  be  a  biennial  fiscal  period  ending  on  September  30  of  the 
following  even  numbered  year. 

Consequently,  appropriations  will  be  adopted  for  the  biennial 
fiscal  period  as  well,  with  appropriations  enacted  in  the  second  or 
even  numbered  year  of  the  cycle. 

The  first  and  second  concurrent  budget  resoluticns  are  retained 
as  well  as  a  reconciliation  act.  There  is  also  provision  for  subsequent 
concurrent  resolutions  should  they  be  necessary.   In  the  latter  event, 
amended  authorization  and  appropriations  measures  could  be  enacted. 

There  are  no  constitutional  restrictions  against  the  adoption  of 
si'h  a  program.  There  are  no  authorization  limits  in  the  Constitution, 
and  the  only  appropriations  limit  is  found  in  Article  I,  Sec.  8,  cl.  12 
which  provides,  "To  raise  and  support  armies,  but  no  appropriation  of 
money  to  that  use  shall  be  for  a  longer  term  than  two  years."  Even 
this  restriction  has  been  given  a  limited  interpretation.^ 
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Under  th«  present  law  (see  Table  I  above)  the  President  anbttits  a 
current  services  budget  by  Noveaber  10.  Be  then  sobaiits  his  budget  on 
the  15th  day  after  Congress  convenes.  The  co— ittees  and  joint  rn— It  inu 
must  then  report  to  the  respective  Budget  Coamittees,  by  March  IS« 
their  views  and  estimates  on  prograas  within  their  jurisdiction.  They 
also  include  estimates  of  new  budget  authority  and  budget  outlays.  The 
committees  then  are  supposed  to  report  bills  and  resolutions  authorising 
new  budget  authorities  by  May  15. 

The  Budget  Committees  are  to  report  the  first  concurrent  resolution 
by  April  15  and  the  Congress  should  complete  consideration  of  it  by 
May  15.   By  the  7th  day  after  Labor  Day  the  Congress  should  conclude 
action  on  bills  and  resolutions  providing  for  new  budget  authority. 
However,  the  bill  does  not  set  a  date  for  the  congressional  completion 
of  authorizing  bills. 

The  1974  budget  timetable  imposes  these  tight  procedures  on  all 
committees  and  on  both  Houses.^  In  practice^  Congress  has  been  unable 
to  sustain  the  timetable  and  has  been  forced  to  enact  numerous  continuing 
resolutions.  This  is  a  condition  the  drafters  of  the  1974  Act  had 
hoped  to  eliminate. 

The  timetable  in  S.  2864  remedies  this  situation  by  extending  the 
annual  procedure  into  a  t«fo-year  process. 

The  President  would  submit  his  current  services  budget  by  November 
10,  and  he  would  submit  his  budget  by  January  15  of  the  odd  years.  The 
committees  would  then  immediately  begin  to  hold  oversight  hearings  and 
consider  the  aspects  of  the  budget  within  their  jurisdiction. 

On  April  15,  CBO  reports  would  be  submitted  to  the  Budget  Committees 
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TABLE  3 

Congressional  Budget  Timetable 

Under  S.  2864,  the  Budget ^Procedures 

iMprovenent  Act  of  1982 


FIRST  SESSION 

Nov  10  —  President's  current  services  budget  submitted. 
Dec  31  —  JEC  economic  evaluation  of  current  services 

budget  submitted  to  Budget  Committees. 
Jan  IS  —  President's  budget  reconunendations  submitted. 
Jan  15  —  Program  reviews  beg  in > 

Apr  15  —  CBO  reports  submitted  to  Budget  Committees. 
May  15  —  Committees'  Views  and  estimates  reports  submitted 

to  Budget  Comoiittees. 
Jun  15  —  First  Budget  Resolution  reported. 
Jul  1  —  Authorization  bills  reported. 
Jul  31  —  First  Budget  Resolution  agreed  to. 
Sep  15  —  Committees  report  allocations  of  First  Resolution 

amounts. 
Dec  1  —  Congressional  action  completed  on  authorizing 

legislation. 


SECOND  SESSION 

Jan  15  —  President's  revisions  to  his  recommendations 

submitted. 
Mar  31  —  CBO  report  submitted  to  Budget  Committees. 
Mar  31  —  Spending  bills  reported  by  House  Committee  on 

Appropr  iations. 
Apr  15  —  Spending  bills  reported  by  Senate  Committee  on 

Appropriations. 
Jun  15  —  Second  Budget  Resolution  reported. 
Jul  15  —  Spending  bills  agreed  to. 
Aug  1  —  Second  Budget  Resolution  agreed  to. 
Sep  25  —  Action  completed  on  reconciliation  bill  or 

resolytion,  and  spending  bills  enrolled.      , 
Oct  1  —  Two-f iscal-year  budget  period  begins. 
Oct  1  —  Committees  report  findings  and  conclusions  from 

their  reviews  and  studies  of  programs  to  their 

respective  houses. 
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with  respect  to  the  biennial  fiscal  period.^  These  two  r  n—  1 1 1  rr  ■ 
would  then  report  the  first  concurrent  resolution  to  their  respsetivs 
Houses  by  June  15;  and  by  July  31 #  Congress  could  cosiplett  action  on 
the  first  concurrent  resolution.  Coaaittees  would  report  their 
authorizing  legislation  by  September  15.  These  reports  would  be  based 
on  the  allocations  in  the  concurrent  resolution.  And  under  a  new  pro- 
vision. Congress  would  coaplete  action  on  bills  and  resolutions 
authorizing  new  budget  authority  for  the  biennial  period  by  Deceaber  1. 

In  the  second  year  of  the  cycle,  i.e.,  the  even  nuabered  year. 
Congress  would  enact  appropriations  bills,  the  second  budget  resolution 
and  any  reconciliation  bill,  all  by  September  25.  These  actions  would 
therefore  be  completed  before  the  coaaenceaent  of  the  next  biennial 
fiscal  period  beginning  October  1. 

Such  actions  are  within  the  authority  of  Congress  to  designate  and 
enact.  They  should  help  reaedy  the  present  probleas  of  aeeting  tight 
authorization,  budget,  and  appropriations  tiaetables,  and  thus  avert 
the  considei'ation  of  continuing  resolutions.  The  extended  procedure 
should  also  help  avoid  the  necessity  for  waivers  on  authorisation  bills, 
a  process  that  is  a  frequent  feature  under  the  current  Act  because  of 
time  liaitations.9 

In  addition,  a  t«fo-year  budget  process  would  be  fully  consistent 
with  S.J. Res.  58,  the  constitutional  aaendaent  to  balance  the  budget. 
This  passed  the  Senate  on  August  4,  1982.  The  aaendaent  clearly  directs 
Congress  to  psss  enabling  legislation  which  would  help  put  it  into 
effect. 
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Th«  d«tail«d  analysis  of  S.J.R«s.  58,  contained  in  th«  Rtport 
issuad  by  the  Sanate  Judiciary  CoMiittaa  (July  10,  1981)  statas  clearly 
that  the  tarn  "fiscal  year,"  for  purposes  of  balancing  the  budget,  shall 
be  defined  by  statute.  The  report  states  (p.  44),  "The  asendaent  does 
not  require  an  imutable  definition  of  fiscal  yean  other  fiscal  years 
could  be  defined  without  straining  the  intent." 

Senator  Thurmond,  Chairman  of  the  Senate  Judiciary  Committee  and 
one  of  the  floor  managers  of  the  balanced  budget  amendment,  unequivocably 
stated  in  a  colloquy  with  Senator  Ford  that,  "we  know  of  nothing  that 
would  prohibit  going  to  a  2-year  cycle,"  (Congressional  Record,  August  3, 
1982,  p.  S9681). 

Nothing  in  the  constitutional  amendment  requires  Congress  to  change 
the  fiscal  year  for  all  government  programs.  The  amendment  addresses 
only  the  budget  process  and  the  constraints  under  which  it  shall  be 
balanced. 

In  addition,  it  is  clear  from  the  legislative  history  and  the 
debate  on  the  Senate  floor  that  the  amendment  sponsors  hoped  to  provide 
Congress  with  substantial  procedural  flexibility.   In  a  colloquy  on 
July  27,  1982,  Senator  Domenici  proposed  that  the  constitutional 
amendment  be  written  so  Congress  could  establish  a  multiyear  base  period 
for  determining  the  rate  of  national  economic  growth.  Senator  Hatch, 
another  floor  manager  of  the  constitutional  amendment,  spoke  in  support 
of  Senator  Domenici 's  proposal;  and  it  was  subsequently  accepted  by 
the  full  Senate  (Congressional  Record,  July  27,  1982,  p.  89190). 
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S.  2864  and  Strengthening  th»  Overall  Leqislatlv  Process 

S.  2864  not  only  estabishes  a  two-year  budgets  but  it  contains 
several  provisions  to  strengthen  the  congressional  appropriations  and 
the  oversight  process.  The  bill  also  provides  for  a  sore  rational  and 
efficient  sharing  of  information  between  the  le9islative  and  executive 
branches.  And,  it  clarifies  the  relationship  between  the  budget  comittees 
and  other  legislative  connittees  in  the  process  of  asking  line-iten 
spending  decisions.  All  these  provisions  are  clearly  within  the  authority 
of  Congress..   Specifically,  S.  2864: 

•  Requires  that  enrollment  of  all  spending  bills  be  withheld 
until  action  on  the  second  budget  resolution  and  reconciliation 
is  completed. 

•  Prohibits:  (1)  including  reconciliation  instructions  in  other 
than  the  required  second  resolutioni  (2)  using  budget  resolu- 
tions to  expand  the  congressional  budget  process  to  include 
additional  aspects  of  government  operations;  and  (3)  directing 
committees*  in  any  budget  resolution,  to  change  legislation 
authorizing  the  enactment  of  new  budget  authority. 

•  Requires  that  spending  measures  and  budget  reports  include 
tables  in  which  the  estimates  or  recomsiendations  are  set  forth 
in  the  same  budget  accounts  used  by  the  President #  and  requires 
the  President  to  consult  with  committees  prior  to  changing 

the  budget  accounts. 
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•  Strengthens  th«  requirenent  for  coMiitt««8  to  conduct 
oversight  investigations  and  to  report  their  findings  to 
their  respective  Houses  during  each  Congress.  Also  strengthens 
the  authority  of  comittees  to  request  assistance  and  infor- 
mation fron  agencies  and  froa  the  General  Accounting  Office 
and  other  legislative  staff  agencies,  while  safeguarding  the 
protection  of  confidential  information. 

Conclusion 

S.  2864  establishes  a  two-year  budget  process  and  strengthens 
Congress*  ability  to  conduct  oversight  and  review  legislative  programs. 

Now  that  the  Senate  has  passed  the  constitutional  amendment  to 
balance  the  budget #  it  is  essential  Congress  move  ahead  expeditiously 
to  strengthen  the  budget  process. 

The  current  process  is  simply  too  time  consuming.  Especially  when 
it  requires  two  budget  resolutions  each  year  over  and  above  the  required 
annual  authorization  and  appropriations  bills.  Because  of  this  enormous 
time  commitment.  Congress  is  left  with  little  time  for  essential 
legislative  activity.  Realistically,  under  time  constraints  embodied 
in  the  1974  Budget  Act,  the  system  is  in  danger  of  complete  collapse. 

Since  passage  of  the  Budget  Act,  the  first  and  second  budget 
resolution  deadlines  have  been  met  only  twice  in  11  reporting  dates. 
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Congress*  record  on  appropriations  is  equally  dismal.  Since 
1976,  when  the  Budget  Act  took  effect,  there  has  been  only  one  tiae 
that  all  appropriations  bills  were  enacted  by  the  beginning  of  the 
fiscal  year.   Even  in  that  year  a  continuing  resolution  was  needed  to 
fund  soore  programs. 

Over  the  past  5  years,  13  continuing  resolutions  have  been  enacted. 
In  fact,  much  of  the  Federal  Government  is  still  operating  on  a  con- 
tinuing resolution. 

There  is  now  less  than  a  month  before  this  fiscal  year  ends,  yet 
Congress  still  has  not  enacted  a  single  appropriations  bill.  Once  again. 
Congress  will  be  forced  to  enact  another  continuing  resolution  to  keep 
the  federal  government  functioning. 

Congress  clearly  needs  more  time  for  consideration  of  authorisation 
and  appropriation  bills.  The  authorization  process  needs  strengthening 
so  programs  can  effectively  be  reviewed  and  evaluated.  The  work  of 
oversight  committees  also  needs  to  be  integrated  into  the  work  of  the 
appropriations  committees  as  well  as  into  the  budget. 

Only  by  providing  congressional  committees  with  sufficient  time 
can  Congress  hope  to  regain  fuller  control  of  its  legislative,  budget, 
and  appropriations  responsibilities.   Only  then  will  the  budget  be 
based  on  a  full  economic  review  of  legislative  proposals  as  well  as  eco- 
nomic considerations  of  the  moment. 

The  present  ability  of  Congress  to  gain  control  over  the  budget 
is  in  serious  doubt.  The  weight  of  prior-year  obligations  and  automatic 
expenditures  built  into  the  budget  is  causing  us  to  drown  in  a  sea 
of  increasing  deficits. 
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Unless  this  situation  is  rectified.  Congress  will,  in  effect, 
lose  its  ability  to  legislate.  Government  will  continue  to  operate 
on  a  kind  of  "autonatic  pilot."  There  will  be  little  effective  oversight 
of  current  policy,  and  the  budget  will  remain  ladened  by  "uncontrollable" 
spending. 

It  is  Congress*  responsibility  to  ensure  that  legislation  is  care- 
fully considered  and  spending  policies  brought  under  control.  For 
these  reasons,  it  is  essential  Congress  move  to  a  2-year  budget  cycle. 

With  this  cycle.  Congress  would  see  the  results  of  the  first 
year's  decisions  by  the  second  year,  and  thus  be  able  to  make  any  re- 
quisite corrections.  Congress  would  have  the  needed  time  to  review 
the  major  Federal  programs  and  consider  new  ones.  And,  Congress  would 
have  twice  the  time  it  now  has  to  make  the  necessary  decisions  on  ap- 
propriations and  budget. 
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June  4,  1982. 

"^  Analysis  of  S.  2008  by  American  Law  Division  of  CRS. 

^  Senate  Committee  on  the  Budget,  95th  Congress,  2d  session, 
January  18  and  19,  1978,  pp.  28-34. 

^  Allen  Schick,  Congress  and  Money  (1980),  p.  461. 

Senator  Quayle.  I  was  reading  through  the  testimony  of  Senator 
Chiles,  which  goes  into  a  number  of  substantive  reforms.  The  regu- 
latory budget  process  is  a  new  approach  to  how  we  are  going  to 
assess  the  cost  of  regulations.  I  know  that  the  both  of  you  and  Sen- 
ator Gorton  think  the  issue  of  credit  reform  is  something  that  we 
really  have  to  deal  with.  I  know  that  Senator  Gorton  has  taken  the 
lead  on  that  particular  issue. 

You  t€dked  about  the  balanced  budget  amendment.  We  have 
passed  the  constitutional  amendment.  Now  there  is  some  discus- 
sion if  we  are  going  to  put  it  into  statute  rather  than  have  it  in  the 
Constitution  itself. 

BUDGET  PROCESS  CALENDAR 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  just  briefly  summarize,  the  legislation  that 
Senator  Ford  and  I  have  introduced.^  It  basically  deals  with  the 
budget  process  on  the  calendar,  and  how  we  are  going  to,  in  a  logi- 
cal, practical  way,  deal  with  the  budget  process.  We  do  not  get  into 
any  of  the  issues  of  whether  the  revenues  ought  to  be  committed  to 
a  certain  amoimt  of  GNP,  or  spending  ought  to  be  limited  to  a  cer- 
tain amoimt  of  GNP.  It  basically  deals  with  the  calendar. 

Senator  Baker  emphasized  on  the  floor  this  morning,  that  tomor- 
row— maybe  tomorrow  we  might  be  able  to  take  up  our  first  appro- 
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priation  bill.  We  must  pass  18  appropriations  bills.  He  says  this  is 
the  only  one  that  has  been  handled  according  to  the  process,  the 
proper  way.  Yet  we  are  within  10  days  of  adjourning  until  the 
lameduck  session,  and  we  will  come  back  and  pass  the  continuing 
resolution  then. 

My  concern,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  that  we  must  strengthen  the  budg- 
etary process.  I  am  a  strong  supporter  of  not  only  what  you  have 
done  with  this  Budget  Conmiittee,  but  the  Budget  Committee  in 
general.  There  are  others  on  the  Hill  that  disagree  with  me.  They 
would  like  to  go  back  to  the  old  days,  where  they  just  had  the 
authorizing  committees,  and  appropriations  committees.  I  never 
served  in  that  time,  but  from  the  gleaning  of  information  that  I 
have  been  told,  and  what  I  have  read,  certainly  those  times  were 
chaotic.  I  think  they  would  be  a  lot  more  chaotic  today  if  we  did 
not  have  the  budget  process. 

So  my  sincere  desire  is  not  to  do  any  kind  of  harm  to  the  budget 
process,  but  to  strengthen  it.  The  question  is.  How  do  we  strength- 
en it? 

First,  I  would  like  to  say  that  there  has  been  a  question  raised 
concerning  Congress  lack  of  political  will  or  political  consensus. 
How  are  we  going  to  get  a  strong  budget  process  if  Congress  wants 
to  make  an  end  run.  Congress  is  going  to  go  ahead  and  make  an 
end  run  any  how.  Some  people  say  we  are  confused,  these  are  con- 
fusing times,  we  are  in  a  transition,  let  us  wait. 

I  would  say  no  to  that,  and  that  is  why  I  conmiend  you  for 
having  these  nearings,  for  at  least  getting  the  ball  moving. 

Basically,  our  l^islation  deals  with  the  calendar.  What  we  do  is 
move  from  an  annual  budget  to  a  biennial  budget.  Essentially,  we 
want  to  emphasize  two  thmgs,  basically:  one,  moving  to  a  bienni- 
al— here,  sit  up  here.  I  just  went  ahead  and  started,  to  accommo- 
date the  chairman.  He  said  he  would  like  to  get  finished. 

Senator  Ford.  I  want  to  acconmiodate  the  chairman. 

Chairman  Domenici.  Senator  Ford,  for  once  we  got  through 
early,  and  he  just  started.  We  want  to  welcome  you,  and  since  you 
asked  to  appear  together,  he  has  started,  and  we  will  let  the  two  of 

rou  decide  how  you  want  to  handle  your  time.  We  have  until  12,  so 
am  sure  we  are  going  to  have  plenty  of  time  to  get  your  testimo- 
ny in. 

Senator  Ford.  I  would  like  to  make  a  short  statement,  and  any 
questions  that  you  might  have,  if  you  will  submit  them  to  me,  I 
will  respond  to  you  in  writing.^ 

Chairman  Domenici.  That  would  get  us  out  even  earlier. 

Senator  Ford.  Yes.  That  might  help  a  whole  lot  more. 

Senator  Quayle.  You  missed  5  minutes  of  an  eloquent  statement; 
I  will  indulge  you  for  another  minute,  and  then  I  will  turn  it  over 
to  you. 

Senator  Ford.  I  see  your  people  in  the  audience,  and  I  am  sure  it 
has  been  taped. 

MOVE  from  annual  TO  BIENNIAL  BUDGET 

Senator  Quayle.  Are  those  my  people  or  ^ours? 
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Any  way,  let  me — I  was  just  getting  down  to  basically  two  rea- 
sons that  I  feel  are  very  important  for  moving  to  the  biennial 
budget. 

One,  that  the  calendar  established  now  is  simply  not  working. 
We  can  change  the  process  on  an  ad  hoc  basis,  or  an  incremental 
basis.  In  fact,  we  have  already  b^un  to  do  this.  We  have  really 
moved  to  a  single  budget.  We  do  not  have  a  second  budget  resolu- 
tion, in  my  5  Ms  years  in  the  Congress,  the  second  budget  resolution, 
if  in  fact  it  ever  passed,  which  was  usually  in  the  closing  days,  was 
never  debated  very  much,  and  was  not  even  worth  the  paper  it  was 
written  on. 

Reconciliation  no  longer  is  attached  to  the  second  budget  resolu- 
tion. It  is  put  up  in  front,  in  the  first  resolution.  That  is  where  we 
had  the  true  success,  and  the  tumcuround  last  year  and  again  this 
year.  We  had  reconciliation  up  front. 

So  in  fact  we  have  changed.  We  have  changed  the  process  in 
practice.  So  I  believe  that  we  ought  to  go  ahead  and  to  complete 
that  change,  and  get  to  a  discussion  of  what  kind  of  a  calendau*  we 
ought  to  have. 

I  do  not  believe  the  Congress  is  capable  of  handling  a  $750  billion 
or  $800  billion  budget  on  an  annual  basis.  I  think  we  have  to  have 
breathing  room,  and  I  think  we  have  to  unclutter  the  process,  go  to 
2  years,  emphasize  stability  for  Government  contracts  and  Govern- 
ment expenditures,  and  then  allow  time  for  oversight,  and  give  the 
authorizing  committees  some  sort  of  maneuvering  room. 

Right  now  they  feel  squeezed.  You  can  see  that  by  the  amount  of 
legislation  that  has  come  out  of  the  authorizing  committees  this 
year.  Very  minimal.  In  fact,  €dl  the  authorizing  is  going  to  be  done 
on  the  appropriation  bills,  and  the  system  is  simply — is  just  simply 
broken  down,  at  least  the  procedure  is.  I  think  tlmt  the  bill  that  we 
have  introduced  would  certainly  strengthen  that  system. 

I  am  a  strong  supporter  of  the  budget  process.  Our  bill  will  allow 
us  more  time  to  do  what  we  want  to  do,  and  that  is  to  have  a 
Budget  Committee,  have  the  authorizing  committees,  and  have  the 
Appropriations  Committees  have  a  calendar  that  is  reasonably 
achievable.  The  calendar  that  we  have  now  is  not  achieveable. 

CONTINUING  RESOLUTIONS 

Just  to  cite  the  fact  that  we  have  had  continuing  resolutions  ever 
since,  since  19 — well,  we  have  had  them  for  a  long  time;  we  have 
had  13  or  14  since  1976,  and  we  continue  to  operate  on  continuing 
resolutions.  That  is  a  bad  way  to  conduct  the  Government's  busi- 
ness. It  is  a  bad  way  even  to  conduct  private  business,  for  that 
matter.  The  budget  process  would  be  enhanced  dramatically  with 
the  passage  of  tilie  bipartisan  bill  that  Senator  Ford  and  I  have 
been  able  to  put  together.  He  and  I  and  our  stafiGs  have  worked  to- 
gether, and  we  feel  it  is  a  truly  significant  step  forward  to  bring  a 
little  bit  more  accommodation  to  a  process  that  we  can  meet  these 
deadlines  on  a  practical,  effectual  basis. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chainnan. 

Chairman  Domenici.  I  might  suggest  to  both  of  you,  as  evidence 
that  things  are  out  of  kilter,  we  rather  regularly  address  the  appro- 
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priation  process  and  talk  about  it,  not  getting  finished,  or  having 
continuing  resolutions. 

We  will  have,  and  we  will  share  with  you,  a  GAO  evaluation, 
which  should  be  ready  in  about  1  week,  that  is  going  to  go  back 
about  15  or  18  years,  and  analyze  the  legislative  history  as  to  why 
we  had  continuing  resolutions  versus  individual  bills. 

I  think  it  will  be  enlightening.  You  aragoing  to  find  various  and 
sundry  reasons,  not  merely  the  clutter  that  is  cdlegedly  due  to  the 
budget  process. 

But  in  addition  to  further  proof  that  you  are  concerned  about 
authorizing  committees  having  breathing  room,  and  getting  into 
this  system  where  they  are  making  the  law,  we  passed  very  few 
authorizing  bills  this  year,  but  I  would  say  to  both  of  you,  we  have 
8  requests  for  waivers  now  before  the  committee,  £dmost  all  author- 
izing bills,  and  we  have  been  informed  by  the  committee  that  there 
are  15  more  now  at  this  time  of  year,  and  remember  the  purpose 
for  the  waiver  was  that  we  €dl  expected  authorizing  to  be  through 
by  May  15.  Since  they  were  late,  and  you  know  how  late,  £dmost 
over  with,  we  have  10  days  to  grant  the  waiver,  only  on  the  timeli- 
ness, and  the  only  reason  we  could  turn  it  down  would  be  if  we 
found  that  there  was  just  cause  for  them  to  have  reported  this  leg- 
islation sooner. 

All  of  it  is  out  of  whack,  it  would  appear  to  me,  not  just  the  ap- 
propriations process.  And  whether  the  authorizing  committees  feel 
they  are  getting  cut  out  of  the  cycle  or  not,  my  understanding  from 
many  of  them  is  that  they  do  feel  that  way.  I  do  not  know  how  we 
get  that  changed. 

Your  notion  of  1  year  of  oversight  and  authorization  would  say, 
from  the  standpoint  of  policy,  that  is  what  we  want  you  to  do,  and 
they  would  have  an  awful  lot  of  time  to  do  it.  That  aspect  I  like.  I 
have  some  great  concerns  about  the  budgeting  and  appropriations 
for  eve^hing  on  a  2-year  cycle.  But  I  commend  you  both,  and  I 
would  like  to  hear  from  you,  Senator  Ford. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  WENDELL  H.  FORD,  A  U.S.  SENATOR  FROM 
THE  STATE  OF  KENTUCKY 

Senatol*  Ford.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank  you,  but  let  me  preface  my 
remarks  to  say  that  I  am  a  strong  advocate  of  the  budget  process. 

The  only  quarrel  I  think  I  have  with  it  is  the  same  quarrel  all  of 
my  colleagues  have,  that  is  the  insufficiency  of  time  to  do  the  kind 
of  job  that  I  know  that  we  have  the  qualUied  individuals  to  do  if 
time  permitted.  If  we  can  give  them  the  vehicle,  or  the  skeleton  on 
which  to  put  the  meat,  as  relates  to  the  budgeting  process,  then  I 
think  we  will  have  made  a  contribution. 

If  Senator  Quayle  and  I  do  nothing  else,  we  have  at  least  caused 
the  Senate  side  to  stop  a  few  moments  and  to  look  at  what  we  have 
proposed,  and  to  consider  it. 

Second,  having  served  as  Governor,  I  understand  the  vital  role  of 
Federal  finding.  I  have  seen  the  frustration  at  the  State  level,  and 
at  the  local  level,  as  to  whether  they  will  or  will  not  have  adequate 
and  timely  Federal  funding,  and  they  will  second-guess,  and  they 
may  have  to  borrow  money  in  order  to  continue  their  program 
until  we  complete  our  last-minute  continuing  resolution. 
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If  they  pay  that  interest,  they  have  diluted  their  ability  to  per- 
form what  we  expect  of  our  State  and  local  communities.  So  the 
budget  process  is  not  something  that  we  are  opposed  to.  We  see  it 
as  basically  good,  but  not  working  as  well  as  it  should. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  grateful  for  the  opportunity  to  appear  before 
your  committee  today  during  your  hearings  on  the  congressional 
budget  process. 

With  your  permission,  I  would  like  to  submit  my  full  statement 
for  the  record,  and  confine  myself  at  this  time  to  a  brief  summary. 

Chairman  Domenici.  It  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  record.  We 
thank  you.  Senator. 

Senator  Ford.  I  thank  the  chairman. 
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STATEMENT  OF 

SENATOR  WENDELL  H.  FORD 

BEFORE  THE 

SENATE  COMMITTEE  ON  THE  BUDGET 

REGARDING  THE 

CONGRESSIONAL  BUDGET  PROCESS 

ON 

SEPTEMBER  23,  1982 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  o£  the  Committee,  I  am  very 
grateful  £or  this  opportunity  to  appear  before  this 
Committee  during  your  hearings  on  the  congressional  budget 
process.  All  o£  you,  I  am  sure,  know  that  on  August  19, 
1982,  Senator  Quayle  and  I  introduced  S.2864,  the  "Budget 
Procedures  Improvement  Act  o£  1982.*  S.2864  amends  the 
Congressional  Budget  and  Impoundment  Control  Act  o£  1974, 
the  Budget  and  Accounting  Act,  1921,  and  the  Legislative 
Reorganization  Act  o£  1946  £or  the  purposes  o£: 

1.  Establishing  a  two-year  budget  process.   The 
budget  for  each  two-fiscal  year  budget  period  is 
considered  and  enacted  throughout  both  sessions 
of  the  preceding  Congress. 

2.  Strengthening  the  procedural  safeguards  by 
prohibiting:  {ly   including  reconciliation 
instructions  in  other  than  the  required  second 
resolution;  (2)  using  budget  resolutions  to 
expand  the  congressional  budget  process  to 
include  additional  aspects  of  government 
operations;  (3)  directing  committees,  in  any 
budget  resolution,  to  change  legislation 
authorizing  the  enactment  of  new  budget 
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authority;  (4)  enrollment  o£  spending  bills  until 
action  on  the  second  budget  resolution  and 
reconciliation  is  completed;  and  (4)  considering 
reconciliation  bills  or  resolutions  or  amendments 
thereto  which  make  changes  in  legislation 
unrelated  to  the  levels  o£  budget  authority, 
outlays,  revenues,  or  the  public  debt. 

3.  Requiring  that  spending  measures  and  budget 
reports  include  tables  in  which  the  estimates  or 
recommendatibns  are  set  forth  in  the  same  budget 
accounts  used  by  the  President,  and  requires  the 
President  to  consult  with  committees  prior  to 
changing  the  budget  accounts. 

4.  Strengthening  the  requirement  £or  committees  to 
conduct  oversight  investigations  and  to  report 
their  findings  to  their  respective  Houses  during 
each  Congress.  Also  strengthens  the  authority  of 
committees  to  request  assistance  and  information 
from  agencies  and  from  the  General  Accounting 
Office  and  other  legislative  staff  agencies, 
while  safeguarding  the  protection  of  confidential 
information. 

These  four  points  are  amplified  in  the  remainder  of  this 
statement. 
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I.  TWO-YEAR  BUDGET 

It  has  been  my  experience  that  our  present  budget  process 
has  become  increasingly  unrealistic.  The  annual 
appropriations  process  was  not  working  prior  to  the 
enactment  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  o£  1974 r  and  the 
additional  requirements  established  by  that  Act  have  made 
things  worse.  The  pretense  of  acting  as  though  it  does  work 
costs  us  dearly  in  time,  money,  and  effort,  but  the  greatest 
cost  may  be  incalculable,  the  cost  of  poor  decisions,  made 
in  haste,  with  inadequate  consideration  of  the  need  or  the 
consequences.  The  time  has  come  for  us  to  accept  the 
realities  that  in  our  complex  modern  society,  goverment 
economic  planning,  budgeting,  and  appropriations  simply 
cannot  be  done  constructively  in  a  12  month  period. 
Moreover,  it  is  unnecessary  for  most,  if  not  all,  of  our 
government  activities  to  go  through  the  authorization, 
budgeting,  and  appropriations  steps  every  year. 

By  making  these  essential  procedures  serve  for  a  24  month 
period,  we  can  do  a  better  job.  We  can  actually  do  %^at  we 
now  pretend  to  be  doing.  We  can  save  money.  We  can  save  time 
to  devote  to  oversight  and  other  important  legislative 
activities.  We  can  better  meet  the  planning  needs  of  State 
and  local  governments.  We  can  establish  and  foster  a  measure 
of  stability  and  discipline  in  government  spending  which  can 
have  a  significant  beneficial  effect  on  reducing  inflation. 
And  we  will  lose  no  flexibility  in  meeting  unforeseen 
changes,  since  supplemental  appropriations  bills  will  become 
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easier  to  move  through  a  biennial  budget  Congress  when  they 
are  needed. 

The  schedule  £or  the  two-year  budget  cycle  is  set  £orth  in 
Section  3  o£  the  bill,  as  amendments  to  the  Congressional 
Budget  Act.  Section  4  of  the  bill  sets  forth  corresponding 
changes  to  other  parts  of  the  Budget  Act,  and  Section  5  sets 
forth  corresponding  changes  in  the  Budget  and  Accounting  Act 
of  1921,  which  pertain  to  the  submission  of  budget 
recommendations  by  the  President. 

The  schedule  proposed  in  S.2864  is: 
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FIRST  SESSION 

Nov  10  —  President's  current  services  budget  submitted. 
Dec  31   —  JEC  economic  evaluation  of  current  services 

budget  submitted  to  Budget  Committees. 
Jan  15  —  President's  budget  recommendations  submitted. 
Jan  15  —  Program  reviews  begin. 

Apr  15  -r-  CBO  reports  submitted  to  Budget  Committees. 
May  15  —  Committees'  Views  and  Estimates  reports  submitted 

to  Budget  Committees. 
Jun  15  —  First  Budget  Resolution  reported. 
Jul   1  —  Authorization  bills  reported. 
Jul  31   —  First  Budget  Resolution  agreed  to. 
Sep  15  —  Committees  report  allocations  o£  First  Resolution 

amounts. 
Dec   1   —  Congressional  action  completed  on  authorizing 

legislation. 

SECOND  SESSION 

Jan  15  —  President's  revisions  to  his  recommendations 

submitted. 
Mar  31  —  CBO  report  submitted  to  Budget  Committees. 
Mar  31   —  Spending  bills  reported  by  House  ConuDittee  on 

Appropriations. 
Apr  15  —  Spending  bills  reported  by  Senate  ConuDittee  on 

Appropriations. 
Jun  15  —  Second  Budget  Resolution  reported. 
Jul  15  —  Spending  bills  agreed  to. 
Aug  1  —  Second  Budget  Resolution  agreed  to. 
Sep  25  —  Action  completed  on  reconciliation  bill  or 

resolution,  and  spending  bills  enrolled. 
Oct   1  —  Two-fiscal-year  budget  period  begins. 
Oct  1  —  Committees  report  findings  and  conclusions  from 

their  reviews  and  studies  of  programs  to  their 

respective  houses. 

The  essential  pattern  of  the  congressional  authorization, 
budget,  and  appropriations  process  is  retained  in  S.2864, 
but  some  Improvements  which  become  possible  in  a  two-year 
cycle  are  incorporated.  For  example.  Congressional  action  on 
authorizations,  which  all  occur  in  the  first  session  of  a 
Congress  is  completed  before  the  Appropriations  process 
begins  in  the  second  session.  I  might  point  out  that  the 
idea  of  an  authorization Vear  and  an  appropriation  year  was 
proposed  by  Senator  Magnuson  over  ten  years  ago.  In  the 
current  one-year  cycle,  authorizations  are  supposed  to  be 
reported  before  appropriations  bills,  but  it  is  a  fact  of 
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life  that  the  appropriations  committees  begin  their  work 
concurrently  with  the  authorizing  committees  and  that  the 
ideal  of  an  "authorization,  then  appropriations*  sequence  is 
not  realized. 

Under  our  bill  the  views  and  Estimates  Reports  submitted  to 
the  Budget  Committees  by  other  committees  will  be  due  one 
month  after  the  due  date  for  economic  forecasts  from  the 
Congressional  Budget  Office.  This  will  enable  committees 
other  than  the  Budget  Committee  to  use  the  CBO  analyses  in 
their  own  deliberations,  and  better  enable  the  Budget 
Committees  to  use  the  CBO  analyses  and  committees*  views  and 
estimates  in  their  deliberations  on  the  first  budget 
resolution.  It  isn't  possible  to  really  do  that  now  because 
these  events  are  scheduled  too  close  to  each  other. 

Committees  would  be  given  six  weeks  to  report  their 
allocations  of  the  first  resolution  totals  among  programs 
within  their  jurisdiction.  It  is  not  possible  to  state 
whether  this  is  more  or  less  time  than  the  present  Budget 
Act  provides  because  the  present  Budget  Act  just  requires 
that  these  reports  be  filed  *as  soon  as  practicable*  after 
the  first  budget  resolution  is  agreed  to.  In  practice,  these 
reports  generally  have  been  filed  (except  for  recent  years 
because  of  the  reconciliation  instructions)  within  a  few 
days  of  the  agreement  to  the  conference  report  on  the  first 
budget  resolution.   One  of  the  reasons  that  we  are  proposing 
so  much  more  tine  for  these  reports,  and,  as  you  will  see  in 
Part  III,  proposing  a  requirement  for  them  to  include  budget 
account  detail,  is  that  we  would  like  to  see  then  becone 
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what  they  were  intended  to  be,  occasions  £or  meaningful 
analysis  and  debate  o£  alternatives  within  committees. 

Far  more  time  is  provided  £or  the  second  budget  resolution 
and  reconciliation.  Six  weeks  will  be  provided  £or  the 
second  resolution,  which  can  be  more  controversial  than  the 
first  because  o£  its  binding  character  and  because  it  can 
contain  reconciliation  instructions.  And  eight  weeks  are 
provided  £or  committees  to  carry  out  their  reconciliation 
instructions,  £or  the  committees*  work  to  be  consolidated 
into  an  omnibus  bill  or  resolution,  and  for  Congress  to  act 
on  the  reconciliation  measure.  The  Budget  Act  only  allows 
ten  calendar  days  for  this  now. 

In  the  Senate  the  time  for  debate  is  extended  from  20  to  100 
hours.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  will  correct  one  of  the  most 
serious  flaws  in  the  current  process,  the  lack  of  adequate 
time  to  deal  with  measures  as  profoundly  significant  as  the 
second  budget  resolution  and  reconciliation.  Like  most  of 
the  other  shortcomings,  this  one  is  the  result  of  trying  to 
pack  too  many  events  into  a  one-year  cycle,  and  it  is  a 
problem  that  is  easily  solved  by  moving  to  a  two-year  cycle. 

Moving  to  a  two-year  cycle  would  have  been  too  much  of  a 
change  to  make  in  1974  as  part  of  the  original  Congressional 
Budgist  Act.   But  the  changes  of  1974  have  become 
established,  and  it  is  timely  now  to  move  beyond  them  and  to 
refine  them  in  the  light  of  our  experience. 
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II.  STRDIGTHEMIIIG  THE  SAFEGUARDS  IM  CONGRESSIONAL  BUDGET 
PROCEDURES 

Mr.  Chairaan,  with  respect  to  other  aspects  of  Cbngressional 
budget  procedures,  our  proposals  breaks  do««n  into  five 
points,  four  of  thcs  are  not  new,  but  merely  clarify  the 
original  intent  of  the  Budget  Act.  The  fifth  takes  a 
procedure  which  the  Budget  Act  now  provides  ms  Mn   option  and 
■akes  it  Mandatory. 

The  first  point  is  to  include  a  specific  prohibition, 
enforceable  by  a  point  of  order,  against  including 
reconciliation  instructions  in  a  first  budget  resolution.  It 
was  never  intended  that  reconciliation  instructions  be  in 
the  first  resolution,  and  it  distorts  the  congressional 
budget  process  for  thee  to  be  included.  It  is  a  serious  flaw 
in  the  Budget  Act  that  its  intent  can  so  easily  be 
overridden.  This  proposal  serves  only  to  prevent  fro« 
happening  that  which  was  not  supposed  to  happen  in  the  first 
place. 

The  second  point  is  to  prevent  the  budget  process  fro«  being 
expanded  through  provisions  in  Budget  Resolutions  to  include 
additional  subject  natter,  such  as  Federal  credit  prograns. 
This  is  discussed  further  in  the  attachment,  which  contains 
answers  tothe  questions  which  were  attached  to  your  letter 
of  August  31,  1982.  See  Question  D.2. 

The  third  proposal  is  a  specific  prohibition,  again 
enforceable  by  a  point  of  order,  against  reconciliation 
instructions  in  the  second  resolution  (or  a  revision 
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thereto)  which  deal  with  authorizations.  This  too  was  never 
intended  by  the  Budget  Act.  The  legislative  history,  as 
Senator  Hatfield  has  pointed  out  on  several  occasions,  is 
quite  clear  on  this  point.  Including  such  instructions  is 
another  distortion  of  the  congressional  budget  process,  and 
the  fact  that  it  has  been  done  is  further  evidence  of  a 
vreakness  in  the  Budget  Act  which  this  proposal  is  intended 
to  correct. 

Such  a  distortion  of  the  budget  process  is  unnecessary.  All 
the  spending  reductions  that  are  desired  can  be  achieved  by 
instructing  the  Appropriations  Committees  to  reduce 
appropriations  by  specified  amounts,  and  by  instructing 
authorizing  committees  to  reduce  direct  spending  within 
their  jurisdiction  by  specified  amounts.  It  is  not  necessary 
to  good  budget  procedure  to  distort  committee 
responsibilities  and  undermine  the  integrity  of  the 
authorization  and  appropriations  processes  in  this  way. 

Mow,  I  think  I  can  see  two  reasons  why  it  may  have  seemed 
desirable  to  some  to  include  reconciliation  instructions  in 
the  first  resolution.  In  the  first  place,  the  current  law, 
in  the  ten  days  scheduled  for  reconciliation,  does  not 
provide  enough  time  for  work  of  any  magnitude  or 
controversy.  The  two-year  process  and  the  additional  time 
for  the  second  resolution  address  that  need. 

The  second  reason  is  that  spending  bills  move  through  to 
enactment  before  the  second  resolution  is  agreed  to.  While 
in  1974  it  may  have  seemed  sensible  not  to  deal  with  this 
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problen,  it  now  seens  ludicrous  that  individual  bits  of  .the 
budget  are  finalized  piece  by  piece  before  the  budget  as  a 
whtfle  is  agreed  to.  The  practical  effect  is  often  that  bills 
cone  to  the  floor  which  cost  more  than  was  envisioned  at  the 
time  of  the  first  resolution  and  which  take  up  room  in  the 
budget  which  either  squeezes  out  other  important  bills  or 
forces  up  the  ceilings.  I  can  readily  sympathize  with  the 
frustration  of  the  chairmen  and  other  members  of  the  Budget 
Committees  as  they  try  to  deal  with  these  horses  slipping 
out  of  the  barn  one  by  one  and  can  appreciate  why  they  chose 
some  of  the  procedures  they  have. 

Our  fourth  point  is  simply  not  to  let  the  horses  out  of  the 
barn  until  %#e  are  ready  to  let  them  all  out  together;  that 
is,  to  withhold  enrollment  of  all  appropriations  and  other 
spending  measures  for  the  applicable  two-year  fiscal  period 
until  action  on  the  second  resolution  and  any  reconciliation 
measure  for  that  two-year  period  is  completed.  Everything 
would  be  completed  except  enrollment.  The  appropriations  and 
other  spending  bills  would  have  been  through  both  houses. 
They  would  have  been  through  conference.  And  the  conference 
reports  would  be  agreed  to.  But  they  would  not  yet  have 
taken  on  the  status  of  enacted  law,  with  all  the  overtones 
of  finality  that  conveys  to  agencies  and  to  the  public.  In 
the  aggregate,  they  would  constitute  the  budget,  final 
except  for  one  last  step  —  the  second  resolution  and 
reconciliation.  Think  how  much  more  orderly,  how  much  more 
rational  this  would  be,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  the  second  budget 
resolution  to  have  been  agreed  to,  for  precise  changes  to 
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have  been  prescribed  in  a  reconciliation  resolution,  for  the 
Clerk  o£  the  House  and  the  Secretary  o£  the  Senate  to  have 
made  the  changes  in  the  spending  bills  pending  enrollment, 
and  then  —  and  only  then  —  £or  the  President  to  be  sent  a 
set  o£  bills  which  are  all  in  accord  with  the  budget 
resolution.  In  total  and  in  detail,  and  which  together 
constitute  the  Federal  budget. 

The  £i£th  point  is  just  to  £urther  close  off  another 
possibility  for  use  of  the  budget  process,  and  specifically 
the  reconciliation  process,  for  non-budgetary  legislative 
change.  This  would  be  done  by  prohibiting   consideration  of 
reconciliation  bills  or  resolutions  or  amendments  thereto 
which  contain  non-budgetary  provisions.  This  is  in 
recognition  of  the  fact  that  committees  might  see  a 
reconciliation  bill  as  a  piece  of  "must*  legislation,  and, 
include,  on  their  own  initiative,  in  the  materials  submitted 
to  the  Budget  Committee  in  compliance  with  reconciliation 
instructions,  extraneous  matters  that  would  have  a  poor 
chance  of  being  enacted  any  other  way.  Such  a  misuse  of  the 
budget  process  should  not  be  allowed  to  continue. 

Now  Mr.  Chairman,  I  should  spend  a  minute  or  two  on  what 
these  proposals  would  not  do.  S.2864  would  not  prevent  the 
President  from  substituting  his  proposals  for  those  drafted 
by  committees.  When  an  omnibus  reconciliation  bill  or 
resolution  comes  up  on  the  floor,  any  member  could  move  a 
substitute  and  that  substitute  could  readily  reflect  the 
President's  wishes.  And  I  would  like  to  make  another  point. 
While  reconciliation  would  be  specifically  prohibited  in  the 
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required  £irst  resolution  or  in  a  revision  thereto,  it  would 
be  specifically  provided  £or  in  the  second  resolution  or  a 
revision  thereto.  So  you  could  have,  for  example,  during  a 
two-fiscal  year  period  a  revision  to  the  second  resolution 
for  that  period,  which  could  include  reconciliation 
instructions  and  which  could  significantly  change  spending 
levels  for  that  period. 

III.  STANDARD  BUDGET  ACCOUNTS 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Budget  and  Accounting  Act,  1921  requires 
the  President  of  the  United  States  to  submit  to  the  Congress 
a  proposed  budget  for  the  next  fiscal  year.  The  Act  also 
specifies  some  of  the  information  to  be  set  forth  in  the 
submission.  The  President's  submission  has  for  years  been 
set  forth  in  four  books:  a  brief  summary  entitled  The  United 
States  Budqef  in  Brief,  a  compendium  of  special  analyses 
entitled  Special  Analyses,  Budget  of  the  United  States 
Government,  the  actual  budget  document  itself,  entitled 
Budget  of  the  United  States  Government,  and  a  volume  of 
additional  details  entitled.  Budget  of  the  United  States 
Government,  Appendix. 

That  the  budget  be  presented  in  the  form  of  these  four 
documents  is  not  required.  It  is  just  done  that  way.  The 
heart  of  the  structure  is  a  table,  known -as  the  "Budget 
Accounts  Listing,*  which,  in  the  fiscal  year  1982  budget  ran 
180  pages  (from  page  369  through  548)  and  which  contains 
approximately  1250  separate  budget  accounts,  arranged  by 
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agency  and  bureau,  and  cross-coded  to  the  18  Federal 
functions  and  the  70  subf unctions. 

Nothing  in  the  Budget  and  Accounting  Act  requires  the 
President  to  set  forth  his  proposals  in  the  Budget  Accounts 
Listing,  or  gives  any  guidance  or  imposes  any  restraints  on 
changes  in  the  Budget  Accounts  Listing  from  one  year  to 
another.  Because  it  would  be  a  big  effort  to  send  up  a 
wholly  new  structure  each  year,  the  Budget  Accounts  Listing 
does  not  change  extensively  from  year  to  year,  but  it 
changes  enough  to  be  a  source  of  confusion  now  that  the 
Congress  is  involved  in  the  budget  process  more  extensively 
and  with  more  attention  to  detail  than  ever  before.  Part  of 
the  problem  is  inadequate  prior  information  on  the  changes 
which  will  be  in  a  new  budget,  so  a  lot  of  time  is  wasted 
just  playing  catch-up  with  the  new  accounts,  with  the 
deleted  accounts,  with  the  renumbered  accounts,  with  the  new 
agencies  and  bureaus,  and  with  accounts  that  have  lost 
activities  to  or  gained  activities  from  other  accounts.  All 
this  reduces  the  time  available  to  deal  with  substantive 
issues.  We  are  at  risk  here  in  that  only  the  restraint  of 
inertia  keeps  the  volume  of  changes  from  rising  to  a  level 
where  it  becomes  impossible  to  deal  with  any  questions  of 
substance. 

Then  the  problem  is  compounded  within  the  Congress  because 
of  the  individualistic  behavior  of  committees.  None  seem 
content  to  just  work  with  the  account  structure  submitted  by 
the  President.  Each  appropriations  subcommittee  reports  a 
bill  that  has  a  table  with  its  own  account  structure.  As  in 
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the  case  o£  the  President's  budget  from  one  year  to  the 
next,  there  is  a  familial  similarity,  and  many  line  itens 
which  are  the  same.  But  there  are  others  that  are  different. 
And  the  Congressional  Budget  Office,  in  its  five-year 
projections,  has  its  own  account  structure.  The  Senate 
Budget  Committee  has  developed  its  own  unique  "mission" 
structure,  which  in  some  cases  is  the  same  as  the  federal 
subf unctions  and  in  some  cases  is  not.  The  authorizing 
committees  in  their  Views  and  Estimates  Reports  to  the 
Budget  Committees  exhibit  great  variety.  Some  include  no 
account  detail  at  all.  Some  use  0MB  accounts,  some  may  use 
CBO  accounts.  Spending  bills  reported  by  authorizing 
committees  seldom,  if  ever,  have  budget  account  detail, 
thereby  making  comparisons  with  even  the  highly  aggregated 
reports  of  allocations  of  budget  resolution  totals  virtually 
impossible. 

The  point,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  not  that  any  of  these  structures 
are  wrong  or  that  they  don't  serve  a  purpose.  Each  and  every 
one  is,  I  am  sure,  pleasing  and  meaningful  to  its 
developers.  This  is  a  reflection  of  the  scripture  which 
tells  us  that  the  way  of  a  man  seems  right  in  his  own  eyes. 
The  point,  the  problem,  lies  in  the  diversity  Itself  and  in 
the  difficulty  this  adds  to.  tracking  through  the  process  and 
in  relating  one  event  to  another.  Each  committee,  each 
office,  feels  it  hfs  an  inalienable' right  to  its  own 
structure  and  everybody  else  can  just  conform  to  their  way 
if  they  want  things  to  look  the  same.   Confusion  reigns 
supreme.  When  you  reflect  on  it,  it  is  hard  to  believe  that 
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%re  try  to  £ornulate  the  budget  £or  our  federal  goverruient  in 
such  a  fashion. 

The  solution  we  propose  has  t%io  parts.  The  first  is  a  new 
requirement  that  the  President's  budget  include  a  Budget 
Accounts  Listing  and  that  before  making  any  changes  in  the 
Listing  from  one  release  to  another,  that  there  be 
consultation  with  the  Budget  Committees,  the  Appropriations 
Committees,  and  the  authorizing  committees  with  legislative 
jurisdiction  over  the  programs  funded  through  the  accounts 
to  be  changed.  Just  to  get  things  started  I  propose  that  the 
Budget  Accounts  Listing  in  the  fiscal  year  1983  Budget  be 
used  as  the  base.  I  imagine  that  this  provision  will  have  to 
be  modified  %#hen  the  fiscal  year  1984  budget  comes  out.  We 
will  probably  want  to  make  that  the  base,  but  right  now  the 
1983  Budget  Accounts  Listing  is  the  latest  one  we  have.  This 
approach  reflects  the  advice  of  Thomas  Jefferson  who  wrote 
the  following  comment  on  the  necessity  of  rules  in  his 
Manual  of  Parliamentary  Practice; 

"And  whether  these  forms  be  in  all  cases  the  most 
rational  or  not  is   really  not  of  so  great 
importance.  It  is  much  more  material  that  there 
should  be  a  rule  to  go  by  than  what  that  rule  is; 
that  there  may  be  a  uniformity  of  proceeding  ... 
not  subject  to  caprice  ..." 

The  second  part  of  our  proposal  is  even  more  simple.  It  is 

that  the  Congress  be  required  to  use  the  Budget  Accounts 

Listing  set  forth  in  the  President's  budget.  Tables  in 

appropriations  bills  %iould  have  to  show  the  same  accounts  as 

the  president's  budget.  CBO  projections  would  have  to  use 

them.  Reports  accompanying  the  first  and  second  budget 
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resolutions  would  have  to  include  them,  even  though  these 
would  not  be  binding  but  %#ould  merely  indicate  the  Budget 
Committees'  assumptions,  views  and  Estimates  Reports  %iould 
have  to  include  this  level  o£  detail,  as  would  reports  o£ 
the  allocations  o£  budget  resolution  totals.  Spending 
measures  reported  by  authorizing  committes  would  have  to 
include  such  tables  too  for  the  accounts  affected  by  the 
measures,  thus  providing  a  basis  for  ready  comparison 
between  committees'  allocation  reports  and  their 
legislation.  This  alone  could  save  the  Senate  hours  of  floor 
time  by  eliminating  disputes  over  whether  a  level  of 
spending  was  or  was  not  assumed  in  the  budget  resolution  and 
included  in  the  allocations. 

Within  these  constraints  the  President  would  be  allowed  to 
include  new  accounts  in  his  budget,  without  prior 
consultation,  solely  for  purposes  of  presenting  new 
programs:  This  %#ould  preserve  the  prerogatives  of  the 
President  to  protect  the  confidentiality  of  his  proposals 
until  he  is  ready  to  release  them.  I  think  that  we  could 
live  with  that  amount  of  surprise  quite  well.  And  committees 
would  be  allowed  to  include  new  accounts  for  the  same 
purpose,  but  in  this  case,  some  central  authority  is  needed 
to  ensure  consistency  within  the  structure.  I  propose  the 
Congressional  Budget  Office  for  this  responsibility. 

Nr.  Chairman,  it  is  hard  to  overstate  the  benefits  that 
would  flow  from  our  beginning  to  speak  a  common  language  and 
being  able  to  understand  each  other.  This  could  be  a 
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significant  step  toward  achieving  a  truly  integrated  budget 
decision  system,  something  we  can  now  only  pretend  to  have. 

IV.  COMMITTEE  OVERSIGHT 

The  fourth  major  part  of  the  S.2864  is  an  amendment  to 
Section  136  of  the  Legislative  Reorganization  Act  of  1946 
(as  amended  by  the  Legislative  Reorganization  Act  of  1970 
and  the  Congressional  Budget  and  Impoundment  Control  Act  of 
1974)  which  deals  with  requirements  for  committees  to  review 
programs  within  their  jurisdiction.  Section  136  now  requires 
that  committises  report  to  their  respective  houses  by  March 
31  of  the  first  session  on  their  review  activities  in  the 
preceding  Congress.  This  is  too  late  to  be  useful  to  the 
committees.  In  S.2864,  the  reporting  date  is  moved  up  to 
October  1  of  the  second  session  so  that  the  results  are 
available  at  the  start  of  the  first  session  of  the  next 
Congress,  which  is  devoted  to  program  reauthorizations. 
Authorizing  coromittes  should  be  able  to  use  most  of  the 
second  session  for  these  reviews  and  to  use  the  reviews  in 
their  reauthorization  work  in  the  first  session  of  the 
following  Congress. 

A  synopsis  of  the  provisions  under  this  heading  is  set  forth 
below: 

Amends  Section  136(a)  of  the  Legislative  Reorganization  Act 
of  1946  (as  amended  by  the  Legislative  Reorganization  Act  of 
1970  and  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974)  to 
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1.  provide  that  coaaltteetf  should  begin  conducting 
reviews  and  studies  of  prograns  on  January  15  of  each  first 
session  and  report  their  findings  and  conclusions  to  their 
respective  houses  by  October  1  of  the  second  session; 

2.  provide  that  these  reviews  and  studies  should 
constitute  the  basis  for  a  coaaittee's  legislative  work 
during  the  succeeding  congress; 

3.  authorize  chairnen  and  ranking  Minority  neaibers  to 
request  infornation  and  assistance  fron  heads  of  agencies  in 
conducting  such  reviews,  including  the  final  budget 
recoaaendations  and  justifications  subaitted  by  agencies  to 
QMB; 

4.  authorize  chairaen  and  ranking  ainority  aeabers  to 
request  the  Coaptroller  General  to  provide  suaaaries  of  any 
audits  or  reviews  conducted  by  the  GAO  in  the  past  six  years 
regarding  prograas  being  studied  by  coaaittees; 

5.  authorize  chairaen  and  ranking  ainority  aeabers  to 
request  assistance  froa  legislative  staff  agencies  in 
conducting  reviews  and  studies  of  prograas; 

6.  clarify  that  chairaen  and  ranking  ainority  aeabers 
aay  request  inforaation  for  such  studies  and  reviews  to  be 
provided  on  coaputer  tape  and  that  agencies  are  not  required 
to  charge  a  fee  when  inforaation  is  provided  in  this 
fashion;  and 

7.  clarify  that  the  study  and  reporting  requireaent 
does  not  require  the  public  disclosure  of  national  security 

inforaation  or  other  inforaation  the  disclosure  of  which  is 
protected  by  law. 

Mr.  Chalraan,  this  represents  a  reasonably  full  description 
of  S.2864.  I  believe  the  bill  proposes  constructive  changes 
which  are  sensible,  fair,  and  desirable.  I  urge  the 
Coaaittee  to  give  these  proposals  careful  and  serious 
attention. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


267 

Senator  Ford.  All  of  you,  I  am  sure,  know  that  on  September  30, 
1981,  I  was  joined  by  Senators  Pell,  Bumpers,  and  Danforth  in  in- 
troducing S.  1683,^  a  bill  to  change  our  budget  cycle  from  1  to  2 
years,  and  to  make  other  necessary  improvements  in  the  budget- 
making  process. 

You  also  know  that  earlier  this  year  Senator  Quayle  introduced 
S.  2008,2  on  January  25.  Senator  Quayle  and  I  have  since  come  to- 
gether on  a  very  similar  proposal  which  includes  certain  provisions 
of  both  of  the  earlier  versions. 

The  measure  now  is  S.  2864,^  the  Budget  Procedures  Improve- 
ment Act  of  1982,  which  we  introduced  on  August  19,  1982. 

I  have  noted  with  satisfaction  that  not  only  is  the  biennial 
budget  proposal  being  given  attention  within  Congress,  but  also 
that  the  American  press  is  beginning  to  pay  greater  attention  to 
this  issue.  Public  discussion  of  this  issue  is  important  because  a 
general  consensus  on  a  2-year  budget  will  be  necessary  before  we 
embark  on  such  a  venture. 

I  want  to  compliment  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  the  other  mem- 
bers of  your  committee,  for  including  this  topic  in  your  hearing.  I 
am  grateful  to  you. 

PRESENT  BUDGET  PROCESS  UNREALISTIC 

It  has  been  my  experience  that  our  present  budget  process  has 
become  increasingly  unrealistic.  Annual  budgets  and  appropri- 
ations have  not  really  worked  for  years,  and  the  additional  require- 
ments of  the  Budget  Act  have  made  matters,  in  my  opinion,  worse. 

I  need  not  remind  you  that  we  began  this  fiscal  year  with  only 
one  of  the  regular  appropriations  bills  having  been  enacted,  and  it 
is  possible  that  we  will  begin  fisccd  year  1983  without  even  one.  In 
my  opinion,  the  tragic  stalemate  we  have  reached  in  providing 
funds  for  the  operation  of  the  Government  stems  quite  largely  from 
our  retention  of  an  archaic  annual  approach  to  budgeting,  which 
simply  does  not  afford  time  for  the  executive  and  the  legislative 
branches  to  budget  and  appropriate  effectively.  The  time  has  come 
to  face  up  to  the  realities  that  in  our  complex,  modern  society.  Gov- 
ernment, economic  planning,  budgeting  and  appropriating  cannot 
be  done  constructively  in  a  12-month  period. 

Moreover,  it  is  unnecessary  for  most,  if  not  all,  of  our  Govern- 
ment functions  to  go  through  the  authorization,  budgeting  and  ap- 
propriations steps  every  year. 

I  believe  there  are  many  reasons  that  we  should  go  to  a  biennial 
budget  process.  I  plan  to  mention  the  key  ones  at  this  time. 

BIENNIAL  BUDGET  PROCESS  WOULD  ALLOW  MORE  TIME  FOR  DECISIONS 

First,  it  wpuld  allow  the  executive  branch  in  Congress  more  time 
to  analyze  tlie  thousands  of  budgetary  decisions  which  must  now  be 
made  annually.  The  administrations  would  have  months  instead  of 
weeks  to  prepare  a  budget,  and  Congress  could  be  allotted  suffi- 
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cient  time  to  hold  hearings,  and  to  debate  administration  propos- 
als, even  after  oversight  was  conducted. 

The  annual  appropriations  process  restricts  informed  debate — let 
me  imderscore  that — the  annual  appropriations  process  restricts 
informed  debate  on  the  budget  and  on  consideration  of  nuyor  policy 
issues.  It  does  not  allow  the  executive  or  the  l^islative  branches  to 
ever  really  measure  a  program,  or  agency  against  established  goals. 

We  are  imable  to  measure  those  agencies  against  the  goals  that 
we  have  established  for  them. 

Both  branches  are  forced  by  the  time  constraints  to  limit  them- 
selves to  reviews,  which  are  little  better  than  pro  forma  for  most  of 
our  programs.  Very  limited  time,  if  any,  can  be  devoted  to  program 
review,  proper  planning,  and  again,  consideration  of  major  policy 
issues. 

The  current  annual  appropriations  process  constitutes  one  of  the 
most  formidable  barriers  to  long-range  and  more  comprehensive 
policy  development.  A  multiyear  perspective  is  required  to  forsee 
the  impact  of  policy  changes,  and  to  imderstand  the  opportunities 
for  allocation  of  our  resources. 

I  believe  the  2-year  budget  period  will  provide  an  opportimity  for 
Congress  to  focus  more  on  program  effectiveness  and  to  engage  in 
systematic  oversight,  something  which  is  not  now  being  done. 

BETTER  PLANNING  POSSIBLE  WITH  BIENNIAL  BUDGET  PROCESS 

Second,  it  will  enable  Federal  agencies  and  State  and  local  gov- 
ernments to  plan  better,  to  plan  for  the  implementation  of  the  pro- 
grams. Moreover,  it  will  relieve  the  imcertainty  associated  with 
annual  appropriations,  which  will  result  in  an  improvement  of  de- 
livery of  Government  services  at  all  levels. 

We  agree  pretty  much  among  ourselves,  I  think,  that  State  and 
local  governments  must  be  provided  advance  notice  of  how  the  Fed- 
eral budget  cuts  will  impact  their  plans  and  their  budgets.  Howev- 
er, the  annual  budget  cycle  fails  to  give  these  governments  such 
lead  time.  States  and  localities  often  are  forced  to  wait  imtil  the 
first  day  of  the  Federal  fiscal  year  to  learn  at  what  level,  or  even 
whether  a  program  will  be  funded. 

An  important  goal  of  the  biennial  budget  proposal  is  to  reduce 
this  imnecessary  waste,  and  mismemagement,  by  providing  ad- 
vanced notice  of  most  budgetary  decisions.  As  a  former  Governor^  I 
have  had  considerable  experience  with  a  2-year  budget.  We  were 
able  to  develop  programs  to  the  mcudmum  extent  through  long- 
range  planning.  A  2-year  Federal  budget  would  greatly  facilitate 
the  abUity  of  State  and  local  governments  to  give  stability  and  di- 
rection to  programs  under  their  jurisdiction.  This  is  something 
State  and  local  governments  do  not  have  now,  and  it  is  directly  be- 
cause of  the  limitations  and  complications  created  by^'the  annual 
appropriation  cycle  at  the  Federal  level. 

BIENNIAL  CYCLE  WILL  INJECT  SPENDING  DISCIPUNB 

Finally,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe  that  the  biennial  cycle  will 
iiXJect  a  spending  discipline  throughout  the  Government,  which  can 
have  a  significant  beneficial  impact  on  reducing  inflation.  It  might 
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even  restore  a  certain  amount  of  stability  to  Federal  fiscal  policy, 
and  thereby  to- the  economy  as  a  whole. 

Let  me  just  add  that  I  do  not  believe  that  we  will  lose  any  stabil- 
ity in  meeting  unforeseen  changes  in  our  economy.  Since  supple- 
mental bills  will  be  even  easier  to  move  through  a  biennial  budget 
Ck)ngress,  when  they  are  needed.  I  hope  all  my  colleagues  will  look 
seriously  and  carefully  at  S.  2864.  It  has  merit,  and  deserves 
thoughtful  study. 

I  believe  it  can  help  us  not  only  save  money  in  the  aggregate,  but 
that  it  will  also  help  us  make  the  difficult  allocation  decisions 
which  are  essential  to  achieving  a  balanced  budget. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  addition  to  my  submitted  statement,  I  will 
supply  my  comments  to  the  questions  you  sent  with  your  letter, 
and  I  will  be  happy  to  answer  any  additional  questions  that  your 
committee  might  ask.^ 

Chairman  Domenici.  Thank  you  very  much.  Senator  Ford. 

Senator  Quayle,  did  you  have  anything  further? 

BIENNIAL  PROCESS  WILL  GIVE  MORE  TIME  TO  THINK 

Senator  Quayle.  No,  I  just  want  to  emphasize  a  point  that  both 
of  us  have  made.  A  biennial  process  will  give  us  time  to  reflect  and 
think  about  what  we  are  doing.  It  is  going  to  emphasize  not  only 
oversight,  but  emphasize  a  discussion  of  what  these  programs  are, 
are  they  working  properly,  and  what  should  be  done. 

Right  now  the  only  thing  that  we  do  is  crunch  numbers  around 
here.  Let  us  face  it.  We  crunched  numbers  in  the  budget,  and  now 
we  are  going  to  crunch  numbers  in  the  continuing  resolution,  and 
there  has  been  very  little  substantive  discussion  on  an  oversight 
basis;  I  think  that  the  biennial  budget  process  is  the  only  way  to 
go. 

I  hope  that  we  might  be  able  to  convince  some  of  those  stalwarts 
in  the  budgetary  process  that  want  to  see  an  improvement  in  the 
system,  but  are  reluctant,  for  various  and  sundry  reasons,  not  to 
support  a  change  from  the  annual  to  the  biennial  budget  process; 
we  can  join  forces  at  some  place  down  the  road  and  get  an  im- 
proved system. 

Senator  Ford.  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  just  add  a  point. 

A  2-year  budget  process  is  not  a  panacea.  It  will  not  solve  all  our 
problems.  But  I  am  convinced  that  it  is  a  step  in  the  right  direc- 
tion. We  have  capable  individuals  that  are  limited,  in  my  opinion, 
to  give  a  thoughful  consideration  that  is  necessary,  and  that  that 
time  is  expanding,  that  is  all  we  are  tr3dng  to  do,  just  expand  it, 
and  that  those  who  are  given  the  responsibility,  I  think  we  would 
be  amazed  at  what  will  come  out  and  what  we  can  do,  as  it  relates 
to  stabilizing  our  fiscal  policy. 

Chairman  Domenici.  Senator  Quayle,  I  have  onlv  one  question, 
and  I  hope  you  do  not  misunderstand  what  I  have  been  saying  for 
the  last  few  days. 

I  am  looking  for  the  same  thing  you  are  looking  for,  and  I  am 
looking  for  the  same  final  product  that  your  composite  bill,  which 
you  both  put  together.  Senate  bill  12 — what  is  the  last  one? 

Senator  Ford.  S.  2864. 
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CHANGES  IN  AUTHORIZING  LAWS 

Chairman  Domenici.  Yes.  I  am  just  as  concerned  as  you  are 
about  the  authorizing  committees  kind  of  being  out  of  the  process. 
But  I  would  suggest  that  you  make  a  point  on — in  your  prepared 
remarks,  that  you  would  prohibit  directing  changes  in  authorizing 
laws  through  reconciliation. 

As  you  know,  that  was  done  last  year,  in  the  first  round,  but  not 
this  year,  in  the  1982  reconciliation,  unless  one  includes  direct 
spending  authorization  bills  as  being  authorization,  such  as  food 
stamps. 

But  I  know  that  it  was  very  controversial  at  the  time  that  we  did 
it,  but  it  did  in  a  very  real  sense  uplift  the  role  of  the  authorizing 
committee,  and  they  had  to  look  at  their  package  of  programs,  and 
make  some  decisions  on  level  of  funding  that  they  might  expect  liie 
appropriators  to  place  on  those  particular  programs. 

Actually,  the  thesis  behind  it,  just  to  be  honest  with  you,  was 
twofold.  One,  that  to  do  otherwise  in  a  year  of  major  restraint  in 
the  appropriated  accounts,  was  going  to  be  the  entire  30  billion  in 
reductions,  up  to  the  appropriators  to  make  from  the  mjrriad  of 
authorizing  bills  that  were  on  the  books,  thus  putting  an  almost  in- 
surmountable burden  on  them,  but  in  addition,  in  a  very  real  way, 
cutting  the  authorizers  out  of  the  system  almost  entirely,  in  that  it 
would  be  up  to  the  appropriators  exclusively. 

Now,  I  do  not  know  that  it  is  the  right  answer,  but  I  certainly 
think  the  good  thinkers,  as  we  proceed  through  trying  to  reform 
the  process,  ought  to  have  in  mind  putting  the  authorizing  commit- 
tees into  a  maximum  posture  of  policymaking,  rather  than  water- 
ing down  what  tools  we  have. 

So  I  am  not  sure  that  reconciliation  as  it  is  would  clear  again 
with  a  mandate  against  authorizing  committees.  It  was  not  chal- 
lenged on  the  floor,  as  you  both  know.  We  think  it  would  have  pre- 
vailed, and  we  think  the  precedent  would  not  be  an  accidental 
precedent,  but  one  that  you  could  find  in  the  bill,  in  law. 

WHY  REMOVE  RECONCIUATION  AUTHORrTY 

But  I  would  be  very  interested  in  why  you  suggest  removing,  as  a 
matter  of  affirmative  law,  in  a  new  budget  process,  that  reconcili- 
ation authority? 

Senator  Quayle.  Well,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  certainly  supported  you 
and  was  enthusiastically  behind  the  approach  that  you . 

Chairman  DoBfENici.  And  you  worked  hard  on  that 

Senator  Quayle  [continuing].  And  others  took  in  the  1981  recon- 
ciliation, which  was  perhaps  the  most  massive  piece  of  substantive 
l^islation  that  has  passed  the  entire  Congress.  I  supported  that 
We  were  in  a  time  of  trying  to  get  a  handle  on  things,  and  get  a 
new  direction,  so  I  do  not  want  to  let  the  record  go  that  I  was  not— 
or  any  indication  that  I  was  not  strongly  supportive  of  what  was 
accomplished  and  done  through  reconciliation  in  1981. 

But  now  that  we  have  had  reconciliation,  and  it  was  used  as  a 
vehicle  for  substantive  change  of  authorizing  legislation.  The 
authorizing  committees  at  that  time  were  part  of  the  many  confer- 
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ences — I  remember  sitting  in  on  a  number  of  the  many  conferences 
on  Labor  and  Human  Resources,  they  became  a  part  of  the  process, 
and  that  was  all  in  response  to  reconciliation,  and  consequently 
nothing  was  really  done  in  the  committee.  Everybody  was  just  con- 
cerned with  reconciliation.  That  was  it. 

I  think  that  if  we  are  going  to  have  the  three  separate  entities, 
budget,  authorizing  and  appropriations,  then  we  ought  to  designate 
what  their  functions  really  are. 

Reconciliation  was  not  even  supposed  to  be  incorporated  basical- 
ly in  the  first  budget  resolution.  We  always  do  these  things  around 
here  by  political  will,  and  the  consensus  at  that  particular  time. 

What  I  am  doing,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  tiring  to  define,  trying  to 
define  what  are  the  responsibilities  of  each  of  the  committees  that 
we  have,  and  then  come  up  with  a  process  that  is  going  to  accom- 
modate those  responsibilities. 

I  certainly  do  not  fault  you,  and  as  I  S€dd,  I  was  a  strong  support- 
er of  what  you  did,  and  we  may  have  to  do  it  again  next  year  with 
the  process  that  we  have  right  now.  We  may  very  well  have  to  do 
that,  something  like  that  next  year. 

It  gets  down,  as  I  S€dd,  to,  you  know,  the  climate  that  we  find 
ourselves  in.  But  what  I  think  that  these  hearings  are  about,  and 
what  I  am  trying  to  put  on  the  table,  is  let  us  just  discuss  what 
should  the  Budget  Committee  do.  What  should  the  Appropriations 
Committee  do?  What  should  the  Commerce  Committee  do,  or  the 
Labor  and  Human  Resources  Committee,  and  these  authorizing 
conunittees  do?  I  think  that  there  is  a  very  vague  nebulous  feeling 
out  there  about  what  really  they  should  in  fact  be  doing.  This  is  an 
attempt  to  structure  those  responsibilities  in  a  definitive  manner. 

GROWING  TENDENCY  TO  HAVE  OMNIBUS  BILLS 

Chairman  Domenici.  Senator  Ford,  there  are  a  number  of  writ- 
ers now  who  are  beginning  to  put  the  typewriter  to  a  notion  that  I 
would  like  your  observation  on.  If  you  think  back  to  the  last  2 
vears,  because  of  reconciliation,  there  is  a  growing  tendency  to 
have  what  we  have  been  calling  around  here  omnibus  bills,  such  as 
the  Omnibus  Reconciliation  Act  of  1981,  and  the  tax  bill  that  was  a 
omnibus  tax  reform  and  tax  equity  bill. 

Senator  Ford.  That  is  so  nobody  knows  what  it  means. 

Chairman  Dobcenici.  Probably.  Frankly,  while  we  have  been  the 
engineers  that  pushed  the  process  that  caused  that  to  happen,  I  do 
not  have  any  strong  feelings  against  it.  It  appears  to  me  that  you 
reach  points  in  history  legislatively  where  there  is  hardly  any  way 
to  get  from  A  to  Z  without  sometUng  that  is  different,  but  there  is 
a  growing  concern  and  this  is  not  good.  It  is  not  a  good  way  to  leg- 
islate. Whatever  other  good  qualities  it  has,  they  are  outweighed  by 
the  fact  that  it  is  a  snort  time  frame  mandated  by  these  other 
kinds  of  notions. 

Now,  I  sense  that  your  approach  would  envision  that  we  would 
not  have  to  do  that  so  much.  Is  that  correct? 

Senator  Ford.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  say  that— let  me  go  back  and  try 
to  rephrase  a  statement  that  I  made  earlier. 

I  think  that  we  have  competent,  extremely  competent  qualified 
colleagues  who  are  scrutiniang  the  budget  process.  I  see  that  we 
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are  not  getting  a  full  tilt  from  them  based  on  the  limited  time- 
frame. You  have  used  in  your  good  judgment  an  innovative  idea, 
which  I  do  not  fault,  in  order  to  accomplish  the  A  to  Z.  I  can  see 
that  if  we  stretch  that  out  and  where  you  will  not  fall  into  that  pit 
that  we  can  then  give  you  the  opportimity,  and  the  authorizing 
committees  and  the  appropriating  committee,  the  opportunity  to 
work  their  will.  Oversight  to  me  is  very  important.  I  was  chastised 
one  time  for  including  in  the  Federal  Trade  Conunission  legislation 
that  there  be  at  least  two  oversight  hearings  of  the  Federal  Trade 
Conunission  annually.  One  of  my  senior  colleagues  walked  up 
beside  me  and  he  S€dd  you  are  creating  problems  for  yourself. 

Well,  before  the  hearing  was  over  and  the  markup,  there  was 
recommended  five,  as  I  recall — foiu*  anyhow,  additional  oversights 
of  various  functions  that  we  agreed  to  in  the  markup.  So  I  turned 
to  my  senior  colleague  and  I  S€dd  not  only  do  I  have  two,  I  have  got 
four  or  five  more,  I  cannot  remember  the  exact  amount,  so  I  would 
have  had  six  hearings.  What  I  wanted  to  do  in  that,  and  that  was 
in  an  annual  basis,  was  find  out  where  they  were  going,  how  th^ 
were  going  to  use  their  money  and  what  we  could  expect  from 
them  in  certcdn  areas.  Come  in  in  6  months  and  see  how  they  spent 
the  money,  what  territoiy  they  had  covered  and  what  they  were 
going  to  do  the  last  6  months  so  we  could  begin  to  keep  track  and 
have  a  guideline,  something  to  gage  their  performcmce  against. 

What  I  would  like  to  do  is  see  the  ability  of  all  of  us  to  do  that 
with  the  minds  there  are  in  the  U.S.  Senate.  I  think  if  they  have 
that  time  we  will  see  a  more  efficient  operation,  not  because  the 
desire  is  not  there  to  do  it,  not  because  the  desire  is  not  there  to 
balance  the  Federal  budget.  We  just  do  not  have  the  time  to  exer- 
cise the  ability  the  Senate  possesses. 

So  if  we  could  expand  that,  I  do  not  think  the  typewriters  would 
come  down  on  the  omnibus  reconciliation  bill  or  tax  bill  or  what- 
ever appropriations  bill  that  some  of  us  would  prefer  not  to  have. 
As  I  S€dd  earlier,  I  know  that  this  is  not  a  panacea.  I  know  it  is  not 
going  to  correct  all  things,  balance  the  budget  and  reduce  inflation, 
but  I  do  think  it  would  give  us  a  better  opportunity  to  work  our 
will  which  basically  is  the  will  of  our  constituents. 

Chairman  Dobcenici.  Senator  Gorton? 

Senator  Gorton.  Wendell,  I  would  like  your  comment  on  a 
couple  of  tentative,  and  I  think  Utopian,  proposals  which  we  have 
heard  from  some  of  the  academic  witnesses  during  the  course  of 
Uie  last  week  or  so. 

SETTING  OVERALL  BUDGET  AGGREGATES 

Your  proposal  and  Senator  Quayle's  proposal  attempt  to  sort  out 
in  a  rational  fashion  and  to  reduce  the  time  devoted  to  the  sepa- 
rate processes  of  setting  overall  budget  aggregates,  the  budget  reso- 
lution itself,  authorizations,  appropriations,  and  I  suppose  revenues 
too,  obviously  part  of  the  process. 

Some  of  these  witnesses  have  stated  that  there  may  be  at  least 
one  too  many  processes  and  that  the  problem  of  the  overload  we 
have  stems  from  the  fact  that  we  are  collectively  trying  to  do  too 
many  things. 
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Now»  I  have  noticed,  what  seems  to  be  aknost  a  total  anachro- 
nism of  the  authorization  process,  which  I  suspect  a  number  of 
years  ago  may  have  been  the  most  important  of  all.  Next  week  as 
we  start  to  d^  with  appropriations  bills  or  even  with  the  continu- 
ing resolution,  we  are  going  to  find  a  bunch  of  substantive  legisla- 
tion which  normally  is  within  the  purview  of  the  authorizing  com- 
mittee. Interestingly  enough,  I  think  one  of  the  witnesses  suggested 
in  the  long  run  we  might  wish  to  combine  the  authorizing  and  ap- 

Eropriations  functions  in  the  Appropriations  Committee  subject  to 
udget  limitations  which  set  an  enforceable  limitation  not  in  the 
aggregate  but  for  each  of  the  however  many  functions  we  come  out 
with. 

Another  witness  later  on  had  an  even  more  perhaps  radical  solu- 
tion that  would  have  combined  the  two  back  into  the  authorizing 
committee  and,  presumably  at  some  point  or  another,  abolishing 
the  Appropriations  Committee  on  the  groimds  that  the  budget 
process  itself  would  set  these  overall  ceilings,  and  that  under  those 
circumstances,  the  Commerce  Conmiittee,  which  presumably  knows 
most  about  the  programs  within  its  purview,  should  also  be  respon- 
sible for  the  distribution  of  spending  among  those  programs.  Now, 
that  function  of  the  Commerce  Committee,  because  there  are  so 
many  different  programs  authorized,  is  almost  entirely  encom- 
paiKied  into  whatever  subcommittee  on  appropriations  deals  with 
that  process. 

Is  it  your  view  at  all  that  we  should,  at  some  future  time,  look 
into  this  process?  Are  we  trying  to  do  too  many  separate  functions 
which  are  not  really  that  separate  at  all? 

KEEP  AUTHORIZATION  AS  FFIS 

Senator  Ford.  Well,  this  is  a  tough  one,  of  course,  and  then  you 
get  into  ^our  colleagues  and  seniority  and  chairmanship  and  a  few 
other  things  which  I  have  learned  to  sidestep,  steer  away  from,  go 
the  other  way  when  th^  come  up. 

But  let  me  say  this.  In  the  authorizing  committee,  that  is,  Com- 
merce Committee,  we  do  have  a  great  many  pieces  of  legislation 
that  we  must  authorize.  We  have  the  time,  I  think,  to  delve  into  a 
study  as  best  we  can,  more  so  than  the  Appropriations  Committee, 
and  we  authorize.  Under  the  circumstances,  we  have  the  tendency 
to  authorize  higher  than  normal  unless  we  have  the  cap  of  the 
budget  resolutions.  The  first  resolution  is  temporary;  the  second 
res(Hution  is  final.  So  the  waiver,  as  the  chairman  S€dd  a  few  mo- 
ments ago,  unless— if  it  is  just  not  timely,  that  is  the  only  reason 
for  rejection  that  you  can  give  for  a  waiver.  So  I  would  say  that, 
no,  I  would  keep  it  like  it  is.  I  would  keep  us  authorizing  because  I 
thmk  you  find  on  most  of  the  appropriations  subcommittees  mem- 
bers of  the  several  authorizing  committees,  sav,  for  example,  like 
energy  and  natural  resources,  where  I  think  Senator  McClure 
serves  on  that  appropriations  subcommittee.  Thus,  you  have  the 
input  from  the  chairman  or  from  a  member  of  an  authorizing  com- 
nuttee.  I  think  we  need  somebody  to  take  an  objective  look  at  it 
who  has  not  been  buried  in  it  day  in  and  day  out  and  pushed  so 
hard.  So  I  believe  I  would  keep  Uie  Appropriations  Committee.  I 
would  give  the  Budget  Committee  an  opportunity  to  look  at  the 
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basic  income  receipts  and  expenditure  authorization  so  and  that 
sort  of  thing  to  give  overall  balance,  and  I  think  it  wise  to  retain 
three  functions. 

It  may  be  at  some  time,  Senator  Gorton,  that  we  will  want  to 
look  at  the  work  of  the  Budget  Committee  and  of  the  appropri- 
ations and  the  authorizing  committees,  and  maybe  pull  a  piece 
here  and  a  piece  there  and  make  some  changes.  But  I  am  not  sure 
that  they  would  be  large  changes.  Maybe  insignificant  but  impor- 
tant. 

I  would  like  to  see  what  happens  when  you  stretch  it  out,  if  we 
can  get  to  the  2-year  process,  to  give  the  Appropriations  Conmiittee 
its  year's  time,  give  the  authorization  committee  their  year's  time, 
give  the  Budget  Committee  the  additional  time  it  needs  to  do  ite 
work,  and  then  see  how  that  helps  those  three  basic  groups. 

What  I  do  jiot  like  is  the  push  to  put  legislation  on  authorization. 
I  think  that  we  have  gone  far  afield. 

Senator  Gorton.  On  appropriations? 

FAR  AFIELD  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

Senator  Ford.  On  appropriations,  I  am  sorry. 

So  I  am  very,  very  concerned  about  it.  I  think  we  have  gone  far 
afield.  I  remember  nearing  Senator  Magnuson.  Every  time  he  got 
up  with  an  appropriations  bill,  he  had  to  deal  with  abortion,  or  tiie 
like.  That  is  one  thing  he  was  always  fussing  about.  Every  time  ap- 

Eropriations  bill  came  up,  the  abortion  amendment  was  on  there. 
>ut  it  was  on  there  based  on  restriction  of  funds  and,  therefore,  I 
think  probably  was  germane  to  the  appropriations  bill.  But  there 
are  other  legislative  things. 

We  have  gone  through  what,  the  FCC,  the  ICC,  we  have  done  lots 
of  things  to  the  budget  resolution,  to  the  appropriations  bill,  those 
sort  of  things.  Well,  we  do  that  only  because  it  is  the  only  vehicle 
available,  and  time  is  short. 

Now,  if  we  had  a  little  more  time,  I  think  you  would  see  a  lessen- 
ing of  trjdng  to  punch  those  on  appropriation  bills  a  nongermane 
amendment  on  appropriation  legislation.  I  would  hope  it  would 
work  that  way.  If  it  would,  then  our  functions  would  come  into  per- 
spective and  that  perspective  would  be  authorizing  committees 
would  do  their  job,  and  we  can  all  get  up  and  down  votes  on  pieces 
of  legislation.  Tlie  Appropriations  Committee  would  do  its  job,  and 
we  would  have  up  and  down  votes  on  that.  The  Budget  Committee 
could  do  its  job,  and  we  would  have,  up  and  down  votes  on  that  We 
would  not  have  to  say  that  we  are  for  that  biU  but  because  you 
have  A,  B,  or  C  on  the  bill  I  cannot  be  for  it. 

In  the  tax  bill,  for  instance,  I  would  have  been  foolish  to  vote  for 
it  with  8  cents  additional  on  a  pack  of  cigarettes.  I  voted  against 
the  whole  tax  program  primarily  for  that  one  reason.  But  mat  is 
not  a  good  analysis.  But  I  am  saying  that  is  a  reason  that  you 
would  not  vote  for  others  if  you  do  not  have  them  separate. 

I  was  here  in  caucus  and  I  listened  to  the  Senator  firom  Maine, 
Mr.  Muskie,  and  now  our  departed  colleague  from  Arkansas,  Sena- 
tor McClellan,  debate  the  Appropriations  Committee  and  the 
Budget  Committee.  We  heard  the  greatest  debate,  and  I  wish  it  had 
been  open  to  the  public,  between  those  two.  It  is  all  right  with  me 
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but,  and  then  they  started  in.  And  it  was  a  tremendous  debate,  and 
I  was  there  when  all  that  was  going  on.  It  was  a  wonderful  ex- 
change between  two  eloquent  Senators.  I  can  see  going  back  and 
recalling  those  debates,  some  of  the  problems  each  were  talking 
about.  It  was  not  that  one  was  completely  right  and  the  other  was 
completely  wrong.  They  both  were  right  and  they  both  were  wrong. 

Now,  somewhere  we  need  to  pull  out  those  things  and  lay  them 
down  on  the  table  and  look  at  them  carefully,  and  you  and  I  make 
a  decision  on  how  we  are  going  to  run  it  because  we  have  had  some 
experience.  I  apologize  for  taking  so  long. 

Senator  Gorton.  No.  I  was  fascinated  by  your  answer. 

Chairman  Domenici.  Let  me  suggest  this.  Senator  Ford.  My  rec- 
ollection, and  you  correct  me  if  I  am  wrong,  but  you  have  been 
part 

Senator  Ford.  I  would  never  correct  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Chairman  Domenici.  You  have  been  part  of  a  number  of  us  on 
legislating  on  appropriations.  Let  us  take  a  couple  of  areas,  such  as 
OSHA.  I  believe  you,  after  3  or  4  years  of  waiting  around  for 
amendments  to  OSHA,  as  you  recall,  the  msgor  amendments  on 
size  of  the  number 

Senator  Ford.  Number  of  employees  and  so  forth. 

Chairman  Domenici.  Sand  and  travel  were  put  on  appropri- 
ations. 

Senator  Ford.  Yes. 

SOME  TYPE  OF  PROCESS  MISSING 

Chairman  DoBfENici.  Now,  why? 

Let  us  take  abortion.  The  significant  part  of  the  Helms  amend- 
ment on  abortion  comes  within  the  jurisdiction  almost  exclusively, 
of  the  Finance  Committee  because  they  are  basically  substantive 
law  indicating  what  medicare  will  or  will  not  cover.  If  you  think 
back  where  the  authorizing  committees  have  not  reported  things  to 
the  floor  for  a  full  debate  within  their  jurisdiction,  there  in  those 
areas,  and  probably  I  am  missing  a  couple,  maybe  the  bill  that  reg- 
ulates mining — is  that  MESA? 

Senator  Ford.  MESA,  yes. 

Chairman  Domenici.  And  a  couple  of  them  in  your  jurisdiction 
before  you  got  on  the  Federal  Trade  Commission,  you  know,  they 
did  not  report  anything  out.  The  committee  put  it  on  the  appropri- 
ations bill.  I  do  not  think  many  of  those  issues  remained  undecided 
or  did  not  get  presented  to  the  Senate  floor  because  the  authorizing 
committees  did  not  have  time.  I  think  most  of  those  issues  did  not 
come  to  the  Senate  floor  because  the  makeup  of  the  committee  of 
jurisdiction  was  not  of  the  same  feeling  as  the  U.S.  Senate.  If  they 
ever  got  there,  the  Senate  was  going  to  vote  differently  than  the 
imgority  of  the  authorizing  committee  on  issues  such  as  OSHA, 
MESA,  appropriation  on  abortion  and  the  like. 

Now,  I  wonder  if  time  is  the  answer  there.  I  do  not  think  it  is.  I 
think  there  is  a  missing  process  of  some  type  of  air  when  a  mjgor- 
ity  of  the  institution  wants  a  bill  reformed  and  brought  to  the 
floor.  There  ought  to  be  a  mechanism  for  it  outside  of  merely  put- 
ting it  on  appropriations. 
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Senator  Ford.  Mr.  Chairman,  you  know  if  you  get  sufficient 
votes,  you  can  do  anything.  And  under  our  parliamentary  proce- 
dure you  can  overrule  the  Chair,  you  can  close  off  debate,  you  can 
get  67  votes  for  a  constitutional  amendment,  you  can  do  all  of  these 
things  if  you  have  sufficient  votes.  I  think  that  situation  has 
always  been  there. 

The  only  thing  I  am  sa3ring  is  I  think  it  would  eliminate  much  of 
the  legislating  on  appropriations  bills,  and  I  think  we  would  "have 
an  opportunity  to  vote  directly  on  such  legislation.  Where  the  time 
restraint  operates  in  a  committee,  as  it  relates  to  the  authorizing 
committee,  those  who  can  get  the  most  votes  for  the  least  contro- 
versial, get  them  out.  We  go  to  the  most  controversial  bills  early 
most  of  the  time.  You  know,  for  weeks.  Then  we  get  into  the 
crunch,  and  it  is  just  whatever  no  one  objects  to  that  we  get  to 
pitch  out.  We  do  not  have  the  time  to  go  through  some  small  piece 
of  legislation.  What  may  be  very  important  to  me  might  be  very 
unimportant  to  New  Mexico.  But  those  are  the  sorts  of  things  that 
we  ought  to  be  able  to  do.  I  do  not  want  to  take  away  my  ability  or 
yours,  if  you  have  sufficient  votes  under  the  rules,  to  do  whatever 
you  want  to  do.  What  I  am  trying  to  say  is  tht  you  ought  not  force 
us  into  a  position  where  we  do  not  have  a  chance  to  consider. 
Where  it  would  not  come  out  of  that  committee,  then  we  have  to  do 
what  we  can  do  under  the  rules.  If  you  want  to  change  the  rules 
and  say  that  you  cannot  have  legislation  on  an  appropriations  bill, 
period,  all  right,  but  you  still  have  the  ability  to  overrule  the 
Chair,  you  have  the  ability 

Chairman  Domenici.  No,  I  am  not  making  that  point. 

I  think  you  do  make  the  point  that  you  can  get  the  votes  down 
there  because  of  our  very  flexible  germaneness  rule.  It  does  not 
have  to  be  on  appropriations. 

TIME  ALONE  NOT  PRINCIPAL  PROBLEM 

But  this  is  my  point.  I  do  not  believe  that  time  alone  is  going  to 
solve  the  most  critical  problem  of  the  authorizing  committ^s,  and 
I  do  not  think  the  most  critical  problem  is  that  there  are  a  few  of 
their  sutetantive  jurisdictions  being  attached  to  appropriations.  I 
really  think  that  the  principal  problem  is  that  the  authorizing  com- 
mittees have  not  been  brought  into  the  budget  and  spending  proc- 
ess in  a  meaningful  wav.  It  has  never  been  perceived  by  most 
authorizing  committees  that  they  have  very  much  to  do  with  how 
money  is  spent  or  how  much  is  spent.  And  you  know  that  they 
never  look  at  $5  billion  a  year  for  this  program  in  the  sense  that 
tliey  want  $5  billion  spent.  In  fact,  we  grew  into  the  custom  of  not 
even  putting  a  dollar  figure  there. 

Senator  Ford.  We  are  talking  about  authorization  on  outlays. 

Chairman  Domenici.  Yes.  And  you  do  not  have  the  authorizers 
looking  at  that  program  saying  for  us  to  have  an  impact  on  how 
the  money  is  spent.  We  have  to  take  a  number  of  our  programs 
and  reorient  them  to  what  is  happening  in  the  budgeting  or  the 
function  of  prioritizing  even  within  their  programs.  It  is  going  to  be 
left  up  to  the  appropriators.  And  it  is  my  hope  that  if  we  put  your 
scheme  or  something  like  it  together,  that  there  will  be  some  way 
to  push  authorizing  committees  to  understand  that  they  have  a 
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more  meaningful  role,  not  in  what  money  is  spent,  because  you 
leave  the  appropriators  to  buy  from  among  programs  the  direction 
of  what  the  authorizers  think  is  most  important.  I  do  not  know 
how  you  do  that,  but 

Senator  Ford.  Let  me  give  you  an  example.  It  probably  does  not 
apply  here  but  it  just  popped  into  my  head. 

I  do  not  know  if  you  had  to  deal  with  an  Appalachian  judge  or 
not  in  his  county.  But  they  will  get  whatever  they  can  out  of  their 
coimty,  X  Federal  funds  and  whatnot,  and  they  will  go  to  the  Cap- 
itol and  thev  will  do  everything  that  they  can  to  walk  home  with  a 
pocketful,  if  possible.  We  have  in  Kentucky  developed  the  AD — Ad- 
ministrative district  system,  several  districts  come  together  to  com- 
mingle their  funds  to  help.  Say  a  computer  does  not  make  sense  for 
one  county  in  getting  its  bills  out,  but  for  five  counties  it  would.  So 
we  use  that  to  bring  it  all  together,  and  probably  the  five  counties 
would  cooperate.  In  my  State,  we  had  a  coimty  judge  sign  off  on  his 
favorite  project.  No.  1  project,  and  each  of  those  judges  signed  off 
on  this  project,  and  the  AD  district  brought  that  down  and  they 
were  funded.  There  was  a  fight  between  those  five  judges  over  one 
getting  it  all.  We  brought  them  together  under  the  administrative 
district,  and  argued  that  what  is  b^t  for  the  whole  area  in  the  con- 
tiguous counties  is  what  would  be  best  for  everybody. 

They  sat  down  with  their  fiscal  courts,  they  decided  on  the  No.  1 
project  and  signed  off  on  it,  all  five  of  them.  And  we  were  able  to 
fund  those  projects,  able  to  show  that  working  together  this  way, 
and  it  took  us  some  time  but  we  were  able  to  stretch  it  out  over  a 
period  of  time,  over  a  2-year  budget,  and  we  could  acconmiodate 
most  on  that  basis.  We  appropriate  on  an  annual  basis  up  here. 
But  Kentucky  can  commit  for  2  years  if  the  fimds  are  forthcoming 
from  the  Federal  Government.  On  the  basis  of  what  we  could  do  on 
a  2-year  budget,  we  can  budget  our  state  and  local  portion  each  of 
those  2  years.  We  are  ready  and  they  would  know  the  funds  are 
there.  The  minute  the  Federal  fimds  are  available  for  2  years,  you 
trigger  the  earlier  expansion  of  an  airport,  to  give  you  an  example, 
so  I  just  think  that  the  ability  to  plan  for  that  airport,  for  that 
runway,  for  the  expansion  to  purchase  the  land,  would  give  them  a 
l^up. 

UMFF  THE  PROCESS 

Senator  Quayle.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not  disagree  with  the  goal 
that  you  are  trying  to  pursue.  I  think  it  is  a  question  of  how  we  are 
going  to  get  there  and  get  this  integration.  But  I  would  like  to  go 
back  to  the  idea,  for  30  seconds,  the  idea  that  Senator  Ford  brought 
up,  that  is  limiting  the  process.  I  think  it  is  an  intriguing  idea  to 
give  the  appropriations  more,  but  I  hope  you  do  not  pursue  that 
idea  too  vigorously  because  the  budget  process  will  be  eliminated. 

If  the  public  focuses  on  that,  then,  at  this  time,  they  will  focus  on 
the  budget  process.  I  hope  ^ou  would  keep  the  three  that  we  have 
right  now,  although  sometmie  down  the  road,  we  might  consider 
some  changes.  But  if  you  start  saying  we  have  too  many  processes 
around  here 

Chairman  DonfENici.  I  notice  that  Senator  Gorton  quite  carefully 
said  that  these  were  suggestions  from  active  conunissions. 
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Senator  Quayle.  It  was  an  idea. 

Chairman  Domenici.  The  conunittee  will  now  stand  in 
until  2  o'clock. 

[Whereupon,  at  12:05  p.m.,  the  conmiittee  recessed,  to  reconvene 
at  2  p.m.,  the  same  day.] 

AFrERNOON  SESSION 

The  committee  reconvened  at  3  p.m.,  Hon.  Pete  V.  Domenici 
(chairman)  presiding. 

Chairman  Domenici.  The  hearing  will  reconvene. 

Senator  Biden,  we  have  spent  most  of  the  morning  hearing  from 
other  Senators  on  their  suggestions,  not  only  as  to  needed  reform 
in  this  process,  but  in  the  broader  process  called  the  budget  which 
includes  the  appropriation  process  and  everything  that  goes  into  it 
and  their  notions  on  whether  or  not  it  is  the  right  time  to  initiate 
some  significant  reform. 

We  are  delighted  to  have  this  opportunity  on  behalf  of  the  com- 
mittee to  welcome  you  and  hear  your  testimony. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  JOSEPH  R  BIDEN,  JR,  A  U.S.  SENATOR 
FROM  THE  STATE  OF  DELAWARE 

Senator  BroEN.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Unaccustomed  as  I  am  to  sitting  on  this  side  of  the  bench  in  this 
committee,  let  me  tell  you  at  the  outset  I  know  you,  and  others  of 
my  colleagues  who  are  going  to  testify,  are  all  getting  behind  in 
their  schedule,  and  I  promise  not  to  trespass  on  your  time  too 
much  here.  And  this  is  more  for  the  record  than  anything  else  be- 
cause obviouslv  I  will  be  on  the  other  side  of  that  oench  consider- 
ing the  same  things  with  you. 

But  let  me  begin  by  saying  that  it  has  been  said  that  budgeting 
and  the  budget  process  cannot  force  the  political  process  to  produce 
a  politically  unacceptable  product.  I  thmk  many  of  us,  at  least  I, 
hoped  we  could  construct  a  process  that  would  have  in  fact  obviat- 
ed some  of  the  difficulties  in  what  were  politically  difficult,  as  op- 
posed to  unacceptable  process  results. 

GIVE  POUnCAL  PROCESS  NUDGE  IN  RIGHT  DIRECTION 

But  there  are  things  that  can  be  done  at  least  to  nudge  the  politi- 
cal process  in  the  right  direction.  I  have  gone  from  a  strong  convic- 
tion that  we  could  force  it  in  the  right  direction  to  saying  nudge  it 
in  the  right  direction. 

The  budget  process,  correctly  designed,  can  sometimes  make  the 
poUtically  imacceptable  seem  to  be  a  political  necessity. 

It  achieves  this  in  two  ways. 

The  budget  process  works  by  providing  information  as  to  the 
problems  mat  exist,  so  that  the  need  for  action  is  clear.  And  per- 
naps  even  the  direction  of  that  action. 

And  then  the  budget  process  achieves  results  through  what  Sena- 
tor Muskie  liked  to  call  action  forcing  mechanisms.  Its  deadlines* 
its  votes,  its  requirements  for  many  different  actions  at  many  dif- 
ferent times  all  goad  the  Congress  into  action. 

Frankly,  I  doubt  that  the  budget  process  could  be  killed  now,  if 
anyone  wanted  to  kill  the  process,  short  of  total  repeal  anyway.  Its 
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requirements,  its  standards,  its  votes  crop  up  too  often  to  be  forgot^ 
ten  or  ignored.  It  is  a  burr,  a  thorn  that  cannot  be  overlooked  by 
the  rest  of  our  colleagues.  But  we  must  be  sure  that  we  do  not 
weaken  that  irritant  quality  in  what  we  are  about  to  do,  in  my 
opinion.  Whatever  form  it  takes. 

I,  along  with  many  other  Members  at  various  times  in  our  ca- 
reers and  here  in  the  Senate,  have  authored  or  supported  a 
number  of  proposals  to,  from  my  perspective,  improve  the  budget 
process  over  the  years.  All  of  these  would,  I  believe,  have  been  con- 
structive additions  to  the  process.  They  would  have  increased  the 
information  available.  They  would  have  exerted  pressure  for 
action. 

NOT  THE  TIME  FOR  SWEEPING  CHANGES 

However,  I  am  not  here  today  to  push  my  own  propos£ds.  Actual- 
ly I  do  not  believe  that  this  is  a  propitious  time  to  make  wholesale, 
sweeping  changes  in  the  Budget  Act  which  was  the  initial  state- 
ment, the  question  that  you  at  least  impliedly  asked  me.  As  always 
in  time  of  stress,  there  are  dangers  of  unwise  action. 

On  the  one  hand,  there  are  pressures  to  strengthen  the  budget 
process  that  are  an  overreaction  to  the  problem.  They  may  even 
threaten  our  basic  political  system.  As  we  have  it  in  the  Congress, 
they  are  the  pressures  to  use  shortcuts,  to  accept  autocratic  tech- 
niques to  achieve  budget  balance.  An  example  of  this  is  the  move- 
ment to  grant  the  President  power  to  impound  funds.  Strange  that 
when  you  and  I  got  here,  we  were  on  the  other  side  of  that.  At 
least  I  do  not  want  to  speak  for  the  chairman,  but  most  of  us  were 
concerned,  and  my  recollection  is  you  were  also.  That  may  save 
and  not  only  might,  I  suspect  at  least  in  social  area  programs 
would  save  money  in  the  short  run.  But,  in  the  long  run,  it  threats 
ens  a  cornerstone  of  our  democracy,  that  is  the  elected  Congress  re- 
sponsiblity  to  the  people  for  actions  of  Government. 

On  the  other  hand  though,  there  are  pressures  that  would 
weaken  the  process,  also  in  order  to  achieve  results  in  the  battle  to 
balance  the  budget.  Often  the  intent  is  not  to  weaken  the  process, 
but  the  result  is  just  that.  An  example  of  this,  in  my  opinion, 
would  be  the  elimination  of  the  second  budget  resolution,  which 
has  already  effectively  been  accomplished,  over  my  objections,  I 
might  say.  I  believe  it  weakens  the  process  because  it  eliminates  a 
difficult  vote — a  vote  on  the  deficit  that  results  from  congressional 
action.  This  is  the  vote  that  ratifies  the  budgetary  impact  of  8 
months  of  congressional  action. 

It  removes  from  the  public  view  a  succinct  summary  of  what 
Congress  has  accomplished — or  not  accomplished.  It  is  a  very,  very, 
very  difficult  vote.  Without  that  vote  on  the  second  budget  resolu- 
tion, it  will  be  easy  for  us  to  slide  from  the  first  budget  resolution 
toward  Federal  bankruptcy — with  no  one  the  wiser,  at  least  at  the 
moment.  The  public  will  be  the  loser  from  such  proposals.  Al- 
though I  must  add,  and  I  should  say  parenthetically,  Mr.  Qiair- 
man,  were  I  where  you  are,  I  would  in  fact  look  on  it  with  a  good 
deal  more  credulity  than  I  do  from  where  I  am.  And — well,  let  it 
suffice  to  say  that. 
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I  do  not  want  to  comment  on  every  proposal  that  is  before  us, 
Mr.  Chairman,  but  I  would  like  to  look  at  a  few  to  see  what  their 
impact  on  budget  information  and  budget  action  might  be. 

CREDrr  MARKETS 

I  am  a  cosponsor  of  Senator  Percy's  bill  to  set  up  a  credit  budget. 
And  one  of  my  own  bills  that  I  made  reference  to  earlier  would 
make  all  loan  and  loan  guarantees  subject  to  annual  appropri- 
ations. Such  propos£ds  provide  information  about  the  impact  of 
Government  on  the  crecUt  markets.  And  they  would,  I  believe,  be 
an  ''action  forcing  mechanism/'  as  Senator  Muskie  would  say,  in 
dealing  with  credit.  I  believe  such  proposals  should  be  adopted.  But 
I  would  not  hurry.  We  already  have  added  these  figures  to  the 
budget  resolution.  We  are  already  making  progress.  And  the  for- 
mality of  amending  the  Budget  Act  should  come  only  after  the  con- 
cept is  tested. 

TAX  EXPENDFTURES 

Another  area  in  which  we  need  more  information  and  more 
action  is  tax  expenditures.  I,  like  many  others,  have  a  bill  that 
seeks  to  accomplish  that  and  so  do  at  least  three  members  of  this 
committee.  I  believe  that  our  failure  to  come  to  grips  with  tax  ex- 
penditures in  the  budget  process,  although  we  came  to  grips  with  it 
on  the  floor  through,  I  believe  the  skillful  and  tenacious  leadership 
of  Chairman  Dole,  is  a  large  problem.  And  failures  of  the  budget 
process,  I  think  in  part,  can  be  are  laid  at  the  doorstep  of  tax  ex- 
penditures. Of  particular  concern  is  the  means  of  forcing  conscious, 
informed  choice  between  direct  spending  and  tax  expenditures. 
This  is  difficult  to  achieve.  But  here  again  I  believe  that  a  b^in- 
ning  could  be  made  without  a  budget  act  amendment— just  by  put- 
ting figures  in  the  budget  resolution  as  we  are  doing  on  the  credit 
budget.  Once  we  have  established  a  sound  base  of  information  we 
can  talk  about  enforcement. 

TWO-YEAR  BUDGET  CYCLE 

I  would  hope  that  we  would  go  slowly  on  propos£ds  for  a  2-year 
budget  cycle  also.  The  multiyear  targets  that  we  have  adopted  are 
highly  useful  because  they  measure  the  future  impact  of  current 
actions.  And  because  they  make  it  possible  to  plan  a  budget  strat- 
egy for  dealing  with  a  budget  problem.  Multiyear  budgeting  is  a 
great  information  provider.  But  2-year  budgeting,  as  I  envision  it, 
does  the  opposite.  If  a  budget  is  prepared  only  every  other  year,  it 
seems  most  likely  that  there  will  be  less  budget  information,  cer- 
tainly not  more.  But  the  most  serious  problem  is  that  such  propos- 
als take  the  pressure  of  required  action  off  the  Congress.  In  tact, 
this  is  often  held  up  as  one  of  the  merits  of  the  proposal — that  it 
will  relieve  Congress  of  the  current  time  pressures  in  dealing  witli 
the  budget.  While  I  do  not  enjoy  those  pressures  any  more  than 
anyone  else,  I  do  not  believe  the  pressures  should  be  relieved.  That 
will  only  lead  to  inaction,  or  worse,  backsliding.  With  budget  action 
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only  in  the  first  year  of  the  Congress,  think  of  all  mischief  we  could 
get  into  the  second  year. 

We  should  not  adopt  a  proposal  that  would  allow  us  to  formulate 
a  budget  only  once  every  2  years — only  half  as  many  votes  on  defi- 
cits, spending  and  taxes,  obviously  would  be  recorded.  But  I  do  not 
believe  my  constituents  would  sit  still  for  my  thinking  about  the 
budget  only  half  as  much  as  I  do  now.  And  they  would  be  right. 
There  are  many  things  besides  budget  that  need  to  be  done.  But  we 
can  find  time  to  do  them. 

SUNSET  IS  SOUND  CONCEPT 

I  said  earlier  that  I  did  not  come  today  to  push  my  own  propos- 
als. But  I  want  to  talk  for  a  moment  about  sunset.  This  concept 
seems  to  have  dropped  out  of  VQgue  lately,  but  it  is  still,  I  believe,  a 
soimd  concept.  I  nrot  introducea  a  piece  of  l^^lation,  which  later 
became  known — I  did  not  call  it  sunset,  I  did  not  know  the  term  at 
the  time — in  1975.  After  that,  Senator  Muskie  introduced  his  pro- 
posal in  1976  and  I  joined  with  him  in  efforts  to  get  it  through  the 
Government  Operations  Committee  and  the  Rules  Committee.  The 
latter  was  much  more  difficult,  I  might  add.  I  still  have  a  sunset 
bill  on  file,  as  have  probably  20  others.  I  believe  that  had  we  adopt- 
ed this  in  the  mid  seventies,  outlays  might  not  have  risen  300  per- 
cent that  they  did  between  1969  and  1982,  and  I  do  not  say  that  in 
a  partisan  way.  Look,  we  Democrats  were  there  most  of  the  time, 
and  in  terms  of  frequency  of  rise,  we  were  there.  But  the  fact  of 
the  matter  is  I  think  it  would  have  had  an  impact  if  we  had  adopt- 
ed sunset  for  tax  expenditures.  We  could  have  prevented  their 
growth  of  a  staggering  500  percent  between  those  same  years,  1969 
to  1982.  Had  the  authorizing  committees  been  willing  to  put  their 
own  houses  in  order  with  this  technique,  they  might  not  have 
found  themselves  faced  with  reconciliation  instructions  last  year. 

Sunset  combines  those  two  features  so  essential  to  good  budgets 
ing.  It  provides  a  great  information  base.  And  it  is  ultimately  an 
action  forcing  mechanism.  I  hope  that  when  the  committee  decides 
upon  a  serious  reexamination  of  the  budget  process,  and  I  am  not 
suggesting  that  this  is  not  a  serious  reexamination,  but  when  we 
get  down  to  the  sharp  pencil  deciding  what  we  are  going  to  do,  we 
will  include  the  program  termination  concept  in  its  review. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  reason  I  like  that  concept  so  much  relates, 
and  I  will  end  with  this,  relates  to  the  first  statement  I  made.  I 
believe  that  as  much  as  I  would  like  to  say  it  is  otherwise,  that  we 
have  to  put  a  little  bit  of  steel  in  the  backbone.  You  sit  and  figure 
out  as  long  as  you  and  I  have  been  here — we  came  at  the  same 
time — how  the  place  works.  And  one  of  the  disappointing  things  is 
that  it  works  like  all  other  human  institutions  work,  and  human 
nature  is  not  any  difierent  here  than  it  is  when  I  practiced  law,  or 
I  suspect  when  you  were  mayor  or  anywhere  else.  And  so  I  have 
been  trying  to  think  of  a  way,  and  I  cannot  come  up  with  anything 
better,  to  implement  these  action  forcing  mechanisms.  I  keep  going 
back  to  Senator  Muskie's  phrase.  It  seems  to  me  it  is  a  whole  lot 
easier  for  me  to  say  on  a  program,  when  I  am  lobbyed  for  it,  you 
know,  I  would  like  to  help  you  but  there  is  nothing  I  can  do.  It  goes 
out  of  existence.  We  have  to  take  that  fight  back  up  through  the 
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Hill  all  over  again,  and  I  am  not  on  that  committee,  that  is  not  my 
bailiwick.  So  if  you  get  someone  to  get  it  on  the  floor  and  get  it  up, 
I  can  probably  support  you. 

Now,  that  is  a  lot  easier  than  having  to  respond  to  Joe,  there  is 
going  to  be  a  vote  on  whether  or  not  you  are  going  to  cut  my  pro- 
gram. Are  you  for  me  or  against  me? 

SUNSET  WOULD  BRING  ISSUE  TO  A  HEAD 

But  the  fact — obviously  I  am  a  little  facetious,  Mr.  Chairman, 
but  I  sincerely  mean  that  I  think  that  sunset  is  one  of  ti^e  few 
things,  one  of  the  few  mechanisms  that  we  could  incorporate  that 
really  would  in  fact  bring  the  issue  to  a  head  and  allow  people  to 
make  more  courageous  decisions  without  being  assured  they  in 
going  to  appear  in  the  second  edition  of  ''Profiles  in  Courage,"  and 
without  jeopardizing  the  congressional  process  in  the  meantime. 

Now,  there  is  obviously  much  more  to  say,  and  I  hope  the  chair- 
man understands  by  my  saying  the  serious  review,  I  was  not  imply- 
ing that  this  is  not  a  serious  review.  As  I  understand  it,  we  are  m 
the  first  and  important  stages  of  looking  at  the  processes.  It  obvi- 
ously has  weaknesses.  Obviously  has  weaknesses.  But  if  I  can  make 
an  analogy  to  the  action  that  we  took  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  to 
pass  a  constitutional  amendment,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  know  that  was 
a  difficult  vote  for  you  to  cast,  I  think  I  know  you  that  well,  and  I 
know  you  did  not  see  it  as  any  panacea  even  though  you  supported 
it,  if  my  memoiy  serves  me  correctly. 

My  recollection  was  that  you  made  a  very  spirited  and,  I 
thought,  enlightening  speech  on  behalf  of  it  that  did  not  relate  to 
the  detail  of  the  amendment.  It  related  to  the  psychological  impact 
that  the  amendment  would  have  on  the  entire  process. 

Now,  if  I  read  that  correctly,  and  I  realize  I  am  oversimplifying 
in  the  interest  of  time,  then  we  are  on  the  same  wavelength  that 
no  matter  what  mechanism  we  pass  here,  ultimately  it  is  going  to 
come  down  to  a  vote,  ultimately  someone  who  wants  to  make  it  dif- 
ficult or  cause  trouble  or  failing  to  have  the  will  to  respond  to  the 
difficult  question  is  going  to  determine  what  happens  here.  So  I  see 
the  most  reasonable  way,  the  most  compelling  reason  why  we 
should  proceed  on  the  course  that  the  chairman  has  set  us  on  to 
reexamme  the  Budget  Act  is  that  I  do  not  believe  we  are  likely  to 
have  a  constitutional  amendment.  But  I  firmly  believe  that  we 
have  got  to  make  the  process  of  spending  money  a  whole  lot  more 
hurtful  to  all  of  us.  We  have  got  to  change  the  presumption  and  we 
also  have  got  to  give  some  cover,  if  you  will.  Because  we  all  have 
r^onal  concerns,  r^onal  problems.  It  is  hard  for  a  Senator  from 
Texas  to  vote  against  defense  even  though  he  might  not  think  a 
particular  program  is  a  good  idea.  It  is  hard  for  a  Senator  from 
Delaware  to  vote  against  environmental  projects  relating  to  keep- 
ing our  marshlands  pure  and  pristine. 

So  I  compliment  tne  chairman  on  beginning  the  hearings.  I  hope 
that  we  can  make  some  progress  and  I  pledge  to  the  chairman  thisit 
I  will  not  be  obstreperous  in  the  effort  to  do  just  that.  We  need  to 
do  something. 

Chairman  DoBiENia.  Senator  Biden,  I  wanted  to  tell  you  that 
this  morning  the  first  witness  was  chairman  of  Governmental  Af- 
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fairs,  Senator  Roth,  and  since  1977,  pursuant  to  Senate  order,  Gov- 
ernmental Affairs  and  our  committee  have  joint  jurisdiction  over 
any  amendments  to  the  Budget  Act,  and  I  thmk  you  ought  to  know 
that,  from  his  standpoint,  at  least  as  of  this  morning,  at  10  o'clock 
and  in  the  record,  he  said  that  he  intends  to  move  next  year  with 
mcgor  amendments. 

My  purpose  is  twofold  at  this  set  of  hearings:  To  have  people  like 
you  and  many  others  talk  about  the  issue,  whether  it  is  time  and 
whether  it  is  needed  and  then  give  your  ideas.  But  I  think  if  the 
chairman  of  Governmental  Affairs  is  serious,  we  will  be  in  this 
vote  next  year. 

Senator  BroEN.  I  think  you  are  right. 

NOT  IN  FAVOR  OF  FORCING  AMENDMENTS 

Chairman  DonfENici.  And  we  have  a  joint  jurisdiction  phenom- 
enon around  here,  as  that  word  does  not  quite  do  the  relationship 
CMce  because  whichever  committee  is  the  last  to  do  the  reporting 
30  days  from  the  time  that  the  other  committee  reports.  So, 
frankly,  I  have  not  made  up  my  mind.  I  lean  toward  not  forcing 
amendments  because  I  have  seen  the  flexibility  of  this  law.  If  it 
was  as  rigid  as  we  might  have  envisioned  5  years  ago,  where  you 
could  not  use  reconciliation  other  than  against  appropriations — you 
know,  that  was  one  time  it  was  thought  you  do  it  at  the  end  of  the 
year  when  they  have  broken  the  budget.  Now,  we  found  they  did 
not  break  the  budget.  It  is  a  lot  of  other  things  that  break  the 
budget.  First  and  second  resolutions  which  are  binding,  which  are 
not,  all  of  those  kinds  of  things,  we  have  been  able  to  improvise. 
But  I  think  we  will  have  to  be  genuinely  concerned  and  do  some 
talking  both  on  your  side  of  the  aisle  and  on  our  side  as  to  whether 
it  is  apprdpriate  for  any  of  the  committees  to  proceed  with  any  di- 
mension of  dispateh. 

You  have  heard  in  the  House — they  had  similar  hearings— some 
suggestions  which  are  quite  contrary  in  philosophy  to  your  testimo- 
ny, and  that  of  all  the  other  Senators  who  do  not  want  to  weaken 
it.  Say  it  needs  fixing  but  certainly  not  on  the  side  of  saying  you 
only  have  1-year  budgets,  and  I  think  you  obviously  agreed  a  mul- 
tiyear  budget  has  great  informative  value. 

Senator  BroEN.  Absolutely. 

Chairman  DonfENici.  You  have  got  to  have  it.  You  cannot  control 
anything.  Some  of  the  witnesses  in  the  other  body  want  l-ye€u*  rec- 
onciliation, so  I  think  there  is  a  great  deal  of  danger  if  we  do  not 
answer  the  first  question  right,  that  is  should  we  do  it  at  all? 

Senator  BroEN.  I  would  agree.  I  would  agree  with  that.  I  would 
hope  that  my  colleague  from  Delaware,  who  is  and  has  made  an 
entire  career  to  his  credit  on  dealing  with  the  issues  of  how  to  "get 
Government  under  control"  and  now  is  in  charge  of  a  committee 
that  has  a  great  doal  of  swat  in  that  issue,  I  know  he  is  sincere  in 
his  desire  and  effort  to  move  forward.  But  I  suspect  that  if  he  is 
reelected  that  he  will  be  amenable  to  working  with  the  consensus 
of  his  committee  and  our  committee.  I  have  never  known  him  to  go 
off  half-cocked.  I  have  never  kno¥m  him  just  to  set  his  feet  in  con- 
crete and  say,  well,  I  am  going  anyway.  He  is  a  good,  easy  man  to 
work  with,  and  I  am  not  suggesting  that  he  does  not  feel  intensely 
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about  this.  I  do  not  mean  to  in  any  way  to  imply  that  he  does  not 
He  does. 

Chairman  Domenici.  Well,  we  have  some  of  our  Senators  here 
who  have  appeared  not  as  witnesses  but  in  questicming  that  obvi- 
ously feel  that  we  ought  to  move  with  some  amendment. 

HEAD  OFF  MORE  ONEROUS  ACTIONS 

Senator  BroEN.  The  only  reason  to  move  for  amendments,  I 
think,  Mr.  Chairman,  at  this  point  is  to  head  off  more  onerous  ac- 
tions. And  I  suspect  that  may  be — I  mean  the  one  thing  we  found 
out  that  there  are  not  any  easy  answers.  Straitjackets  do  not  work 
in  a  dynamic  economy  like  ours.  I  think  we  are  working  toward, 
even  though  the  public  is  very  impatient  and  our  colleagues  are 
somewhat  at  times  confused,  I  think  we  are  working  toward  a  more 
workable  approach  that  in  fact  does  have  impact  on  the  process. 
And  I  do  not  say  we  should  not  have  any  amendments.  I  just  say  I 
am  going  to  be,  when  I  assume  my  seat  on  the  other  side  of  this 
bench,  standing  with  the  chairman  in  saying  what  we  do,  let  us 
make  dam  sure  we  know  what  we  are  doing  and  do  it  in  a  well 
thought  out  way.  This  is  not  the  time  to  leap.  The  American  public 
is  not  very  much  inclined  to  hear — I  do  not  want  to  happen,  and  I 
will  conclude  this,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not  want  to  happen  with  a 
budget  process,  Mr.  Chairman,  what  has  happened  with  crime  in 
America.  And  by  that  I  mean  I  am  the  ranking  member  of  the  Ju- 
diciary Committee.  We  have  a  very  solid  piece  of  anticrime  l^isla- 
tion  that  has  a  bipartisan  approach.  Strom  Thurmond  and  I  have 
worked  on  it  for  2  years.  Now,  that  comes  as  amazement.  That  is 
almost  like  saying  Domenici  and  Ri^le  reach  accord  on  this  com- 
mittee. But  we  did.  And  you  know  what  the  difficult  part  of  it  is? 
Not  convincing  any  of  you  fellows  that  it  means  something.  I  doubt 
whether  any  of  you,  when  you  get  a  chance  to  look  at  it,  will  say 
that  it  is  not  good.  I  think  it  will  pass  through  here  like  a  hot  knife 
through  butter  once  we  get  to  it.  But  the  public  has  given  up  on 
the  Government's  ability  to  deal  with  the  crime  issue. 

If  you  notice,  in  the  polls  it  never  registers.  It  is  way  down,  5,  6, 
7,  9,  12,  yet  there  are  more  guard  dogs,  more  fences,  more  private 
police  forces,  more  fe€u*,  in  society.  And  what  they  really  said,  and 
the  pollsters  missed,  is  we  do  not  think  you  can  handle  it.  I  do  not 
want  them  to  say  that  about  the  budget — and  they  have  not  finally 
reached  that  decision  about  us  in  the  budget  process. 

Chairman  Domenici.  No,  they  have  not. 

Senator  BmEN.  And  I  do  not  want  us  to  come  out  with  any  great 
enunciations  that  now  we  have  got  it,  we  have  settled  it  once  and 
for  all,  and  then  find  out  it  does  not  work,  and  then  have  the  same 
thing  happen.  The  Government  can  ill  afford  any  further  lack  of 
confidence.  I  would  rather  us  muddle  through  toward  a  desirable 
end  than  reach  for  Utopia  and  fall  flat  on  our  face.  That  is  the 
kind  of  thing  that  worries  me. 

But  I  have  trespassed  on  the  committee's  time  and  I  have  got  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Arkansas  waiting,  which  I  always  do  at 
my  own  jeopardy.  So  I  will  cease. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 
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Chairman  Domenici.  Senator  Biden,  we  have  about  four  ques- 
tions on  tax  expenditures  that  we  would  like  your  views  on  if  you 
will  answer  them  at  your  leisure. 

Senator  Biden.  We  will  do  it,  answer  them  all.^ 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Chairman  Domenici.  Thank  you,  Senator  Biden. 

Senator  Bumpers? 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  DALE  BUMPERS,  A  U.S.  SENATOR  FROM 
THE  STATE  OF  ARKANSAS 

Senator  Bumpers.  I  ask  that  my  remarks  be  inserted  in  the 
record  and  I  would  like  to  speak  informally. 
Chairman  Domenici.  They  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  record. 


>  p.  312. 
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TESTIMONY 

OF 

SENATOR  DALE  BUMPERS 

BEFORE 

SENATE  BUDGET  COMMITTEE 

SEPTEMBER  23,  1982 


MR.  CHAIRMAN  AND  MEMBERS  OF  THE  COMMITTEE,  I  AM  VERY  PLEASED 
TO  APPEAR  BEFORE  YOU  TODAY  TO  DISCUSS  THE  CONGRESSIONAL 
BUDGET  AND  IMPOUNDMENT  CONTROL  ACT,  AND  TO  OFFER  MY  SUGGESTIONS 
ABOUT  HOW  IT  MIGHT  BE  IMPROVED.   I  COMMEND  YOU,  MR.  CHAIRMAN, 
AND  THIS  COMMITTEE  FOR  HOLDING  THESE  HEARINGS  BECAUSE  THE 
CONGRESSIONAL  BUDGET  ACT,  LIKE  MOST  OTHER  LANS,  COULD  BENEFIT 
FROM  OVERSIGHT  OCCASIONALLY  TO  DETERMINE  HOW  IT  IS  WORKING. 
BUDGET  REFORM  IS  SOMETHING  I'VE  BEEN  VERY  INTERESTED  IN  SINCE 
COMING  TO  THE  SENATE,  AND  THIS  IS  THE  FIRST  OPPORTUNITY  I'VE 
HAD  TO  TESTIFY  ON  THE  SUBJECT. 
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THE  CONGRESSIONAL  BUDGET  AND  IMPOUNDMENT  CONTROL  ACT  OF 
1974  WAS  DESPERATELY  NEEDED.   IT  IS  BASICALLY  GOOD  LEGISLATION, 
ALTHOUGH  WE  HAVEN'T  ADHERED  TO  THE  TIMETABLES  ESTABLISHED 
BY  THE  ACT.   THE  PROBLEMS  THAT  HAVE  ARISEN  AS  WE  CONSIDER 
BUDGET  RESOLUTIONS,  AUTHORIZING  LEGISLATION,  AND  APPROPRIATION 
BILLS  HAVE  COME  ABOUT  BECAUSE  OP  OUR  FAILURE  TO  ACT,  BUT  I 
ALSO  BELIEVE  THE  TIMETABLES  ARE  TOO  RESTRICTIVE.   CERTAINLY 
YOU  COULD  LOOK  AT  THE  DEFICITS  WE'VE  HAD  SINCE  THE  PASSAGE  OP 
THE  BUDGET  ACT  AND  WONDER  "IP  THIS  IS  WHAT  THE  BUDGET  ACT  HAS 
LEFT  US  WITH,  THEN  LET'S  GO  BACK  TO  WHAT  WE  HAD  PREVIOUSLY"  — 
BUT  I  BELIEVE  THAT  THE  DEFICITS  WOULb  HAVE  BEEN  MUCH  WORSE  IN 
THE  ABSENCE  OF  THE  BUDGET  ACT.   I  CONSIDER  THE  RECONCILIATION 
PROCESS  A  MOST  UNSATISFACTORY  ONE.   BUT  THE  BUDGET  ACT  HAS  AT 
LEAST  BROUGHT  ABOUT  AN  INCREASED  AWARENESS  ON  THE  PART  OF  EACH 
MEMBER  OF  CONGRESS  ABOUT  HOW  A  PARTICULAR  BILL  AFFECTS  THE 
OVERALL  FEDERAL  BUDGET.   THIS  AWARENESS  IS  ESSENTIAL  TO 
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RETAINING  SOME  CONTROL  OVER  FEDERAL  SPENDING. 

HAVING  SAID  THAT,  HOWEVER,  I  DO  THINK  THE  TIME  HAS  COME  TO 
CONSIDER  ALTERNATIVES  TO  THE  EXISTING  TIMETABLE,  OR  SOME  MODI- 
FICATIONS TO  THE  PROVISIONS  IN  THE  BUDGET  ACT.   THE  TIMETABLE 
HAS  PROVEN  TO  BE  ONE  THAT  WE  SIMPLY  CANNOT  MEET.   AND  MORE 
IMPORTANTLY,  IT  LEAVES  CONGRESS  WITH  VIRTUALLY  NO  TIME  TO 
PERFORM  ONE  OF  OUR  MOST  IMPORTANT  DUTIES  —  OVERSIGHT  OF 
FEDERAL  PROGRAMS.   THE  MAY  15TH  AND  SEPTEMBER  15TH  DEADLINES 
FOR  PASSAGE  OF  THE  BUDGET  RESOLUTIONS  ARE  GOOD  IN  THEORY,  BUT 
THEY  HAVE  BECOME  UNWORKABLE  IN  THE  CONTEXT  OF  OUR  EFFORTS  TO 
PASS  AUTHORIZING  LEGISLATION,  CONSIDER  THIRTEEN  APPROPRIATION 
BILLS  AND  CONSIDER  OTHER  ESSENTIAL  LEGISLATIVE  MATTERS. 

A  BRIEF  LOOK  AT  HOW  WE  HAVE  PERFORMED  SINCE  THE  PASSAGE 
OF  THE  BUDGET  ACT  PROVES  THIS  POINT.   IN  ONLY  ONE  YEAR  (FY  1977) 
HAVE  WE  PASSED  ALL  13  APPROPRIATION  BILLS  PRIOR  TO  THE  START 
OF  THE  FISCAL  YEAR.   IN  ALL  OTHER  YEARS,  WE'VE  HAD  TO  USE 
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"CONTINUING  RESOLUTIONS**  WHICH  HAVE  BECOME  THE  WHOLE  BALL  GAME. 
AS  OF  TODAY,  WE  HAVEN'T  PASSED  A  SINGLE  APPROPRIATION  BILL  IN 
THE  SENATE,  AND  IT  LOOKS  LIKE  VIRTUALLY  ALL  OP  THE  GOVERNMENT 
WILL  BE  FUNDED  ON  A  CONTINUING  RESOLUTION.   FURTHER,  AS  BUDGET 
DECISIONS  HAVE  POLARIZED  THE  CONGRESS,  WE'VE  HAD  MORE  AND  MORE 
DIFFICULTY  PASSING  BUDGET  RESOLUTIONS.   WE  HAVEN'T  MET  THE 
SECOND  BUDGET  RESOLUTION  DEADLINE  IN  SEVERAL  YEARS.   (SEE 
APPENDIX  I  FOR  A  BRIEF  LIST  OF  THE  LAST  THREE  YEARS  OF  APPROPRI- 
ATION BILLS) . 

NOT  ONLY  HAS  THIS  CAUSED  PROBLEMS  AS  FAR  AS  IMPROPRIATION 
BILLS  ARE  CONCERNED,  BUT  AUTHORIZING  LEGISLATION  ALSO  BECOMES 
BOTTLED-UP  ON  THE  SENATE  CALENDAR.  THIS  CREATES  A  LEGISLATIVE 
LOGJAM.  TODAY,  ON  THE  SENATE  CALENDAR  THERE  IS  CRITICAL 
LEGISLATION  DEALING  WITH  THE  FINANCIAL  INDUSTRY,  AND  THE  CRIME 
PROBLEM,  AND  WE  NEED  TO  DEAL  WITH  THE  BANKRUPTCY  COURTS  BEFORE 
OCTOBER  4.   HOWEVER,  WITH  THE  NEED  TO  PASS  THE  CONTINUING 
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RESOLUTION  AND  THE  DEBT  LIMIT  EXTENSION  THOSE  MEASURES  WILL 
NOT  RECEIVE  THE  CONSIDERATION  THEY  DESERS^. 

AS  I  MENTIONED  EARLIER,  ANOTHER  WAY  THE  ANNUAL  BUDGET 
CYCLE  CAUSES  PROBLEMS  IS  THAT  WE  DON'T  HAVE  TIME  TO  PERFORM 
ONE  OF  OUR  MOST  IMPORTANT  DUTIES  WE  HAVE  —  LEGISLATIVE  OVER- 
SIGHT.  WE  HEAR  EVERYDAY  ABOUT  WASTE  AND  ABUSE  IN  GOVERNMENT 
PROGRAMS,  BUT  WE  DO  VERY  LITTLE  ABOUT  IT  UNTIL  THE  TV  LIGHTS 
COME  ON  AND  A  GROUP  OF  REPORTERS  ARE  AROUND  TO  TAKE  NOTES.   IN 
MY  OPINION,  IF  WE  HAD  MORE  TIME,  WE  COULD  DIG  INTO  THESE  PROGRAMS, 
FIND  THE  WASTE  AND  THEN  DETERMINE  WHICH  PROGRAMS  REALLY  NEED  TO 
BE  ELIMINATED  OR  CHANGED.   THIS  WOULD  GET  TO  THE  ROOT  OF  THE 
PROBLEM. 

SEVERAL  POSSIBLE  SOLUTIONS  HAVE  BEEN  PROPOSED.   SOME  HAVE 
ADVOCATED  GOING  TO  ONE  BUDGET  RESOLUTION  AND  MAKING  IT  BINDING. 
OTHERS  HAVE  PROPOSED  DOING  AWAY  WITH  THE  BUDGET  ACT  ENTIRELY. 
HOWEVER,  I  THINK  A  BETTER  APPROACH  WOULD  BE  TO  GO  TO  A  TWO-YEAR 
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BUDGET  CYCLE.   I  KNOW  THE  SENATOR  FROM  INDIANA,  MR.  QUAYLB,  A 
MEMBER  OF  THIS  COMMITTEE,  HAS  such  A  BILL,  AND  MR.  FORD  HAS 
ALSO  INTRODUCED  SOME  LEGISLATION  ON  THIS  SUBJECT.   I  WORKED 
UNDER  A  TWO-YEAR  BUDGET  CYCLE  WHILE  SERVING  AS  GOVERNOR 
OF  ARKANSAS.   ALTHOUGH  THE  FEDERAL  BUDGET  IS  MUCH  LARGER  THAN 
ANY  STATE'S,  AND  THERE  ARE  PROGRAMS  LIKE  SOCIAL  SECURITY  THAT 
DON'T  EXIST  ON  THE  STATE  LEVEL,  I  THINK  A  BIENNIAL  FISCAL  CYCLE 
WOULD  BE  WORKABLE  AT  THE  NATIONAL  LEVEL.   I'VE  INTRODUCED  RESO- 
LUTIONS IN  EACH  CONGRESS  CALLING  FOR  A  STUDY  TO  DETERMINE  THE 
FEASIBILITY  OF  A  BIENNIAL  CYCLE,  AND  I  HOPE  THIS  COMMITTEE 
WILL  GIVE  THE  CONCEPT  SERIOUS  CONSIDERATION. 

A  TWO-YEAR  BUDGET  CYCLE  COULD  BE  EASILY  7a)APTED  TO  OUR 
CURRENT  SYSTEM  OF  BUDGET  RESOLUTIONS,  APPROPRIATION  BILLS,  AND 
AUTHORIZING  LEGISLATION.   IT  WOULD  ALSO  ALLOW  MORE  TIME  TO  OVER- 
SEE HOW  MONEY  IS  SPENT  AND  HOW  FEDERAL  PROGRAMS  ARE  WORKING. 
MORE  IMPORTANTLY,  WE  WOULD  NOT  BE  GIVING  UP  ANY  CONTROL  OVER 
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THE  BUDGET.   IP  IfE  IfEHT  TO  A  TfiO-YEAR  CYCLE,  mSTBAD  OF  PASSHC 
TWO  BUDGET  RESOLUTIONS  EACH  YEAR  ME  COULD  PASS  ONE  IN  EACH  YEAR 
PRECEDING  THE  START  OF  THE  TWO-YEAR  FISCAL  CYCLE.   IN  OTHER 
WORDS,  IF  THE  TWO-YEAR  PERIOD  WERE  SET  TO  BEGIN  OCTOBER  1,  1982, 
WE  WOULD  START  ON  THE  FIRST  BUDGET  RESOLUTION  FOR  THE  BIENNIUN 
EARLY  IN  1981.   THEN,  WE  WOULD  PASS  THE  SECOND  BUDGET  RESOLUTION 
THAT  YEAR,  PRIOR  TO  THE  START  OF  THE  1982  FISCAL  YEAR.   IN  THE 
FIRST  YEAR  BEFORE  THE  START  OF  THE  BIENNIUN  WE  COULD  ALSO  CON- 
DUCT OVERSIGHT  AND  ENACT  AUTHORIZING  LEGISLATION.   THE  SECOND 
YEAR  (THE  YEAR  IN  WHICH  THE  NEW  TWO-YEAR  .FISCAL  CYCLE  BEGINS) 
COULD  BE  DEVOTED  TO  APPROPRIATION  MEASURES. 

I  THINK  TWO  IMPORTANT  POINTS  NEED  TO  BE  MADE  ABOUT  A  TWO- 
YEAR  FISCAL  CYCLE.   FIRST,  THE  BUDGET  PROCESS  WOULD  NOT  BE 
DILUTED  AND  THE  BUDGET  RESOLUTIONS  WOULD  STILL  BE  SIGNIFICANT 
CONTROL  MEASURES.   THIS  COMMITTEE  WOULD  STILL  REPORT  OUT  TWO 
BUDGET  RESOLUTIONS,  BUT  THEY  WOULD  COVER  A  TWO-YEAR  PBRI(») 
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INSTEAD  OF  A  ONE- YEAR  PERIOD.   WE  COULD  RETAIN  THE  RECONCILI- 
ATION PROCEDURE  AND  OTHER  FEATURES  OF  THE  BUDGET  ACT  WHICH  HAVE 
BEEN  USED  TO  CONTROJ^,  SPENDING. 

THE  SECOND  POINT  IS  THAT  WE  WOULDN'T  BE  GIVING  UP  CONTROL 
OVER  THE  BUDGET  IN  THE  SHORT-RUN.   WE  PASS  SUPPLEMENTALS  FRE- 
QUENTLY TO  DEAL  WITH  EMERGENCY  SITUATIONS.   FURTHER,  THE  EXISTING 
RESCISSION  AND  DEFERRAL  PROCESS  COULD  BE  MAINTAINED,  AND  IF 
THE  PRESIDENT  THOUGHT  SPENDING  WAS  GETTING  OUT  OF  CONTROL  HE 
COULD  RECOMMEND  WHERE  WE  COULD  CUT  IT,  JUST  AS  HE  DOES  NOW. 
SO,  GOING  TO  A  TWO-YEAR  CYCLE  WOULD  NOT  LOCK  US  INTO  STONE  ONCE 
THE  BILLS  W£RE  PASSED  AND  WE  ENTERED  THE  TWO-YEAR  FISCAL  CYCLE. 
ADJUSTMENTS  WOULD  BE  EASY  TO  MAKE. 

I  WOULD  ALSO  LIKE  TO  DISCUSS  BRIEFLY  ANOTHER  BUDGET  CONCEPT 
WHICH  SHOULD  BE  EXPLORED.   IN  ARKANSAS  WE  HAVE  A  REVENUE 
STABILIZATION  LAW.   SINCE  THE  ARKANSAS  LEGISLATURE  IS  REQUIRED 
TO  BALANCE  THE  BUDGET  EACH  YEAR,  THIS  LAW  WAS  ENACTED  TO  ENSURE 
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THAT  ACTUAL  SPENDING  DOES  NOT  EXCEED  ACTOAL  REVENUES.   THE  LAW 
OPERATES  AS  FOLLOWS: 

(1)  PRIOR  TO  THE  START  OF  EACH  FISCAL  YEAR  THE 
PREVIOUS  YEAR'S  REVENUES  ARE  TAKEN,  AND  THIS 
AMOUNT  OF  MONEY  (A  WORST-CASE  SCENARIO  IF 
YOU  WILL)  IS  THEN  DETERMINED  TO  BE  ALLOCATION 
"A". 

(2)  NEXT,  AN  ASSUMPTION  IS  MADE  AS  TO  WHAT  REVENUES 
WILL  BE  IF  THE  INCREASE  OVER  THE  LAST  FEW  YEARS 
IS  FOLLOWED.   THIS  REVENUE  FIGURE  IS  PUT  INTO 
ALLOCATION  "B",  A  MORE  OPTIMISTIC  ASSUMPTION. 

(3)  THEN,  THE  ROSIEST  FORECAST  POSSIBLE  IS  MADE. 
THIS  IS  THE  "C"  ALLOCATION. 

(4)  THE  STATE  LEGISLATURE  THEN  DETERMINES  WHAT 
SHOULD  GO  INTO  EACH  ALLOCATION  WITH  THE  IDEA 
BEING  THAT  ALL  OF  "A"  WILL  BE  FUNDED,  AND  IN 
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MOST  YEARS  ALL  OF  "B"  WILL  BE  FUNDED.   IF  ANY 
MONEY  IS  LEFT  OVER  IT  CAN  GO  TO  THE  "C"  LEVEL. 
FOR  EXAMPLE,  SUPPOSE  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  EDUCATION 
IN  ARKANSAS  SUBMITTED  A  BUDGET  FOR  $500  MILLION 
FOR  A  GIVEN  FISCAL  YEAR.   THE  LEGISLATURE  MIGHT 
DETERMINE  THAT  $400  MILLION  WILL  GO  INTO  "A", 
$75  MILLION  INTO  "B"  AND  $25  MILLION  INTO  "C" . 
WHEN  THE  FISCAL  YEAR  BEGINS  THE  DEPARTMENT  KNOWS 
THAT  IT  WILL  RECEIVE  "A",  AND  PROBABLY  MOST  OF 
"B". 
(5)   DURING  THE  COURSE  OF  THE  FISCAL  YEAR,  HOWEVER,  IF 
REVENUES  ARE  LOWER  THAN  ORIGINALLY  PROJECTED,  THEN 
THE  DEPARTMEl^T  OF  FINANCE  AND  ADMINISTRATION  (THE 
ARKANSAS  EQUIVALENT  OF  OMB)  DIRECTS  THE  AGENCIES 
TO  CUT  BACK  ACROSS-THE-BOARD  WITHIN  THE  "B"  OR  "C" 
ALLOCATION.   THE  DECISIONS  ARE  THEN  MADE  BY  THE 
DEPARTMENT  HEADS  OR  BOARDS  AND  CC»1MISSI0NS . 
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ALTHOUGH  THERE  ffOOLD  BE  PROBLEMS  ON  THE  FEDERAL  LEVEL  — 
THE  MOST  NOTABLE  ONE  BEING  THE  FACT  THAT  WE  HAVE  ENTITLEMENT 
PROGRAMS  THAT  MOST  STATES  DON'T  HAVE  —  I  STILL  THINK  THIS 
CONCEPT  SHOULD  BE  CONSIDERED.   FOR  MOST  BRANCHES  OP  GOVERMfENT, 
IT  WOULD  WORK  WELL,  PARTICULARLY  IN  AREAS  LIKE  DEFENSE  SPENDING. 
ALLOCATION  "C"  BECOMES  BASICALLY  A  WISH  LIST  SO  WE  WOULD  KNOW, 
WHEN  THE  PENTAGON  BUDGET  WAS  SUBMITTED  WHICH  PROGRAMS  IT  WAS 
SERIOUS  ABOUT  FUNDING,  AND  WE  COULD  ACT  ACCORDINGLY. 

MR.  CHAIRMAN,  I  THINK  THE  EXISTING  BUDGET  ACT  HAS  WORKED 
REASONABLY  WELL,  BUT  IT  CAN  BE  IMPROVED  BY  GOING  TO  A  BIENNIAL 
FISCAL  CYCLE  AND  LOOKING  AT  OTHER  MODIFICATIONS  THAT  HAVE  BEEN 
SUGGESTED.   SUCH  A  PROCEDURE  WILL  ELIMINATE  MANY  OF  THE  DIFFI- 
CULTIES WE  HAVE  IN  TRYING  TO  CARRY  OUT  OUR  OVERSIGHT  RESPONSI- 
BILITIES.  FURTHER,  DURING  THIS  PERIOD  OF  INCREASING  DEMANDS  ON 
THE  FEDERAL  BUDGET  AND  THE  NEED  FOR  EFFECTIVE  OVERSIGHT  TO 
REDUCE  PROGRAMS  WHICH  HAVE  GOTTEN  OUT  OF  CONTROL,  I  BELIEVE 
BIENNIAL  BUDGETING  IS  A  METHOD  WHICH  CAN  BE  USED  TO  STRENGTHEN 
THE  BUDGET  PROCESS.   ONE  OF  THE  REASONS  GOVERNMENT  IS  INEFFICIENT 
IS  THAT  WE  ARE  SPENDING  ABOUT  $750  BILLION  EACH  YEAR,  BUT  NOT 
ADEQUATELY  OVERSEEING  HOW  IT  IS  SPENT.   BIENNIAL  BUDGETING  MAY 
NOT  BE  A  CURE-ALL,  BUT  I  FIRMLY  BELIEVE  IT  IS  A  STEP  IN  THE 
DIRECTION  OF  SOUND  BUDGETING,  7a)EQUATE  FEDERAL  OVERSIGHT  AND 
SMOOTH  LEGISLATIVE  SCHEDULING. 
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Senator  Bumpers.  I  want  to  thank  this  committee  for  finally 
holding  hearings  on  what  I  think  is  a  very  important  subject. 

The  bill  that  I  have  introduced  *  which  deals  with  2-year  budget- 
ing, simply  asks  for  a  study.  We  study  things  to  death  around  here, 
but  the  reason  I  only  requested  a  study  is  because  even  though  I 
feel  rather  strongly  that  2-year  budgeting  cycles  would  be  helpful 
to  us,  I  am  not  at  all  sure  that  it  will  work  with  the  Congress  as  it 
did  for  my  State,  for  example  when  I  was  Governor.  So  far  as  I 
know,  almost  every  State  uses  2-year  budgeting  cycles.  We  do  in 
Arkansas  and  it  has  worked  extremely  well.  But,  I  can  also  see 
why  it  might  not  be  the  panacea  here  that  some  of  us  think  it 
would  be  and,  therefore,  I  simply  ask  for  a  detailed,  really  thought- 
ful study.  Then  we  can  make  the  decision  on  whether  we  want  to 
go  to  a  biennial  fiscal  cycle. 

MONITOR  EXPENDITURES  BETTER 

Mr.  Chairman,  my  thoughts  on  this  can  be  made  very  brief.  I 
think  that  about  50  percent  of  the  role  of  Congress  ought  to  be  not 
only  to  raise  revenues  and  to  spend  it,  but  to  determine  how  well  it 
is  being  spent.  Right  now,  Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  this  commit- 
tee know  that  we  do  a  very,  very  poor  job  of  legislative  oversight. 
We  know  where  the  money  is  coming  from  because  we  see  and  we 
hear  from  our  constituents  about  taxes.  We  have  to  deal  with  the 
level  or  rate  of  taxation  all  the  time.  Those  of  us,  especially  on  the 
Appropriations  Committee,  know  where  the  money  is  going.  How- 
ever, very  few  people  know  whether  the  tax  dollars  are  being  spent 
exactly  the  way  we  want  them  spent.  Further,  not  many  of  us 
know  whether  the  program  is  effective,  marginally  effective  or 
fully  effective.  The  only  way  you  can  get  a  crowd  aroimd  here  for 
legislative  oversight  hearings  is  if  all  the  networks  show  up.  But 
this  usually  occurs  only  after  the  press  has  made  a  big  isdue  of  it 
and  some  kind  of  a  scandal  has  broken  or  something  of  that 
nature. 

For  example,  you  can  see  today,  by  the  size  of  the  crowd  in  this 
committee  and  the  interest  in  this  subject,  that  it  does  not  have  the 
kind  of  political  appeal  of  a  lot  of  things  we  do  aroimd  here.  Yet,  I 
think  this  is  a  very  important  matter  for  the  Congress  to  be  consid- 
ering. We  know  that  the  budgeting  process  and  the  appropriations 
process  is  not  doing  well  in  the  Congress. 

Each  year,  Mr.  Chairman,  there  are  13  mcgor  appropriation  bills 
we  are  supposed  to  pass  before  October  1.  Since  the  adoption  of  the 
Budget  Act  we  have  passed  all  of  them  on  time  once,  in  fiscal  year 
1977.  We  have  gotten  further  and  further  behind  every  year.  We 
now  operate  the  Congress  on  a  continuing  resolution,  for  much  of 
the  year.  Under  a  biennial  cycle  we  could  spend  1  year  in  the  ap- 
propriation process  and  the  next  year  determining  whether  or  not 
the  Pentagon  is  spending  its  money  wisely  or  they  are  wasting  it; 
determining  whether  the  food  stamp  program  is  working  or  not 
working  and  why.  I  think  we  could  do  a  much  better  job  and  I 
think  we  might  even  gain  a  little  bit  of  confidence  back  in  the 


»See  p.  807. 
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American  people  who  think  all  we  do  is  spend,  and  correctly  per- 
ceive that  we  are  not  really  monitoring  the  expenditures. 

PARTICIPATION  DURING  AUTHORIZING  YEAR  QUESTIONABLB. 

Chairman  Domenici.  Do  ^ou  think  the  Senators,  the  Members  of 
Congress  would  really  participate  for  the  better  part  of  the  year  in 
what  you  and  I  would  call  oversight,  reauthorization? 

Senator  Bumpers.  If  they  did  not  have  anything  else  to  do,  they 
might. 

I  would  suggest  that  they  not  have  anvthing  else  to  do  the 
second  year.  Obviously  we  pass  supplementaJs 

Chairman  Domenici.  I  was  just  thinking,  Senator  Bumpers,  that 
they  may  very  well  see  it  exactly  that  way;  that  they  do  not  have 
anything  to  do.  You  know,  there  is  a  tremendous  tendency  around 
these  kmds  of  bodies,  ours  and  the  other  one,  when  you  do  not 
have  anything  to  do- 
Senator  Bumpers.  You  do  not  do  anything. 

Chairman  Domenici.  You  do  not  do  anything.  It  is  usually  time 
forcing  mechanisms  that  get  anything  done  and  that  generally 
comes  when  there  is  something  imperative  like  the  little  appropri- 
ations you  get  done  is  because  of  the  years  here,  I  do  not  know 
what  would  force  people  aroimd  here  to  do  anything  in  that 
authorizingyear. 

Senator  Bumpers.  That  is  a  very  good  question,  Mr.  Chairman, 
and  I  have  thought  about  that.  And  as  I  said  in  my  opening  state- 
ment, that  is  the  reason  that  I  have  asked  for  a  study. 

But,  in  my  opinion,  I  am  in  a  position  of  a  fellow  who  used  to 
work  for  me.  I  am  ready  to  do  something  even  if  it  is  wrong,  be- 
cause I  am  convinced  that  the  system  has  become  bogged  down  to 
the  point  where  we  are  not  functioning  properly.  One  of  the  prob- 
lems in  the  country  is  the  s^tem  itself. 

Chairman  Domenici.  Why  do  you  not  get  appropriation  bills 
passed  in  the  U.S.  Senate  in  your  opinion? 

EACH  APPROPRIATION  BILL  SHOULD  BE  LOOKED  AT  VERY  CAREFULLY 

Senator  Bumpers.  I  honestly  do  not  know  the  answer  to  that, 
however,  the  President  was  dead  right  when  he  said  he  is  tired  of 
the  country  being  run  on  continuing  resolutions  and  stopgap  fund- 
ing. We  ought  to  have  to  look  at  these  programs.  We  ought  to  have 
to  look  at  every  one  of  the  appropriation  bills  very  carefully. 

It  is  an  educational  process  for  me  when  we  go  through  the  ap- 
propriation bills.  I  learn  things,  I  find  out  where  the  money  is 
going.  But  when  that  continuing  resolution  comes  sailing  throu|di 
there,  it  is  like  a  freight  train,  you  get  run  over  like  Mack  truw. 
The  biU  passes,  the  Government  is  funded  for  another  year,  and 
you  do  not  have  the  foggiest  notion  what  is  in  it. 

I  heard  an  ad  coming  in  this  morning— I  do  not  even  know  iRdio 
the  candidate  was — ^but  it  was  saying  do  you  know  Congressman  so 
and  so  voted  for  a  $25,000  tax-exempt  all  paid  trip  for  somebody  to 
some  place?  And  did  you  know  he  also  voted  for  $75,000  to  study 
the  sex  life  of  the  tse-tse  fly? 

Well,  you  know  what  happens?  We  appropriate  billions  of  dollars 
to  HHS  and  they  send  out  grants  to  all  the  colleges  and  universi- 
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ties  in  the  country  to  do  certain  kinds  of  research.  Incidentally,  I 
think  that  is  a  terrible  piece  of  advertising,  I  think  it  is  deceptive, 
terribly  deceptive.  But  be  that  as  it  may,  that  just  points  up  what 
we  have  done — ^we  are  appropriating  billions  of  dollars  to  keep  Grov- 
emment  afloat,  keep  it  ftinctioning  at  the  same  level  it  was  last 
year.  However,  we  are  not  really  doing  the  detailed  work  of  know- 
ing what  we  are  spending  it  for.  And,  what  is  even  worse,  once  we 
appropriate  it,  we  never  go  back  to*  look  to  see  whether  it  was 
spent  properly  or  not. 

REVENUE  STASnJZATION  BILL 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  could  make  just  one  other  observation.  There 
is  another  thing  that  we  did  in  Arkansas,  and  while  I  am  not  at  all 
sure  it  would  work  here,  I  think  it  deserves  some  consideration.  It 
is  what  we  call  the  revenue  stabilization  biU.  In  our  State,  we  start 
off  each  year  this  way.  Let  us  assume  that  our  revenues  were  $1 
billion  last  year.  At  the  start  of  the  budget  cycle  we  assume  that 
they  will  be  something  in  excess  of  $1  billion  this  year,  but  we  start 
witn  $1  billion  and  we  appropriate  that  to  all  the  functions  of  gov- 
ernment and  put  that  amount  in  allotment  "A".  Then  we  have  a 
very  good  estimate  as  to  what  revenues  are  going  to  be  for  the 
year.  Let  us  assume  we  anticipate  5  percent  increase  or  $50  mil- 
lion. We  allocate  this  increment  to  allotment  "B".  Finally,  we  put 
the  rosiest  glow  on  it  and  we  assume  if  revenues  are  up  10  percent 
or  $100  million,  the  next  $50  mUlion  we  put  in  allotment  "C".  The 
head  of  the  Department  of  Finance  and  Administration,  who  is 
comparable  to  the  Director  of  0MB,  will  inmiediately  start  releas- 
ing money  when  the  fiscal  year  starts  under  allotment  "A";  within 
3  or  4  months  if  it  looks  as  though  the  projection  for  allotment  "B" 
is  going  to  be  easily  met,  then  he  will  start  releasing  fimds  under 
allotment  ''B".  Finally,  if  the  year  turns  out  to  be  as  great  as  we 
think,  then  the  last  2  or  3  months  of  the  year  he  can  release  allot- 
ment "C".  That  is  pcurticularly  good  in  construction  projects. 

By  using  this  law,  if  we  do  not  have  the  money  to  fund  the  proj- 
ect or  activity,  we  put  it  in  allotment  "B"  or  allotment  "C"  because 
that  is  not  a  high  priority  item. 

Since  most  States,  like  Arkansas,  are  re<][uired  to  have  a  bal- 
anced budget,  this  revenue  stabilization  law  is  an  excellent  way  to 
insure  that  outlays  don't  exceed  revenues.  The  big  questicm  be- 
comes, what  do  you  do  with  entitlement  programs  ]ike  social  secu- 
rity, food  stamps,  SSI,  all  of  which  we  have  to  pay?  Well,  what  you 
have  to  do  is  you  put  all  of  the  projected  outlays  for  these  pro- 
grams in  allotment  ''A"  on  the  front  end.  But,  then  there  are  a 
whole  host  of  other  governmental  functions  that  are  not  entitle- 
ments, that  could  be  delayed,  that  you  put  in  allotment  "B".  And  if 
the  money  is  not  there,  they  simply  do  not  get  it  or  you  put  it  in 
allotment  "C\  If  the  money  is  not  available,  then  the  activity  is 
not  conducted.  Next  year  they  come  back,  and  if  it  is  high  on  the 
agency's  priority  list,  let  them  convince  you  that  it  ought  to  be  in 
afiotment  "A".  This  has  worked  for  40  years  in  the  State  of  Arkan- 
sas extremely  well,  and  while  I  have  not  introduced  legislation 
here  for  the  U.S.  Government  to  emulate  that  because  I  recognize 
that  we  are  not  the 
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BOX  WOULD  BB  PBOBLEM  FOB  APPBC»>BIAT0B8 

Chairman  Domenicl  I  will  tell  you,  Senatcnr,  the  proUem  ii|^ 
off  the  bat  is  that  if  we  did  that,  tne  appropriatoTB  would  be  out  ci 
busineas. 

Senator  Bumpebs.  I  know  that  would  be  a  potential  problon. 

Chairman  Domenicl  Second,  because  the  entitlements  are  grow- 
ing so  fast,  if  you  put  them  in  "A" 

Senator  Bumpebs.  The  first  thing  you  know,  all  you  would  have 
in  "A"  would  be  entitlements. 

Chairman  Domenici.  You  would  have  entitlements. 

I  do  not  have  any  objection  to  thinking  of  these  kinds  of  ideas. 
Then,  if  you  leave  anything  discretionary,  there  is  ^our  "C"  fund  if 
the  revenue  is  there.  It  is  a  backward  way  of  gettmg  to  the  errors 
in  revenue  assumptions  and  economic  assumptions  also  which  is  in- 
herent in  your  "A",  "B",  and  "C"  categories. 

Senator  Bumpebs.  See,  what  we  are  doing  now,  Mr.  Chair- 
man  

Senator  Gobton.  It  is  also  a  backward  way  to  get  into  the  priori- 
tization, because  you  are  making  one  thing  an  ''A"  and  another 
thing  a  ''B"  that  the  authorizing  committees  ought  to  be  doing 
right  now. 

Senator  Bumpebs.  Absolutely. 

Chairman  Domenici.  But  you  see  what  they  would  sav  around 
this  place  is,  first  of  all,  we  would  have  to  set  up  a  whole  new 
mechanism  to  decide  who  distributes  ''A"  and  "C'  because  this 
crest  between  the  Congress  and  the  President  is  such  that  most 
people  would  take  to  the  floor  and  say  when  that  second  5  percent 
is  in  '"B",  new  revenue  comes  about,  and  we  do  not  want  the  Presi- 
dent or  his  people  deciding  how  to  spend  it. 

Senator  Bumpebs.  Let  me  restate  the  proposition.  It  is  Congress 
who  decides  what  goes  into  allotment  ''B  and  what  goes  into  allot- 
ment "C".  Then,  the  onus  falls  on  the  Director  of  0MB  because  he 
says,  for  example,  for  the  first  4  months,  revenue  projections  are  5 
percent  over  allotment  ''B".  Therefore,  I  am  going  to  start  releas- 
ing funds  for  allotment  "B".  Now,  you  are  stul  holding  something 
back  in  reserve  in  case  revenues  begin  to  fall.  But,  Congress  has 
already  established  the  priorities.  All  he  does  is  determine  whether 
or  not  the  money  is  going  to  be  available. 

Chairman  Domenici.  I  understand.  But  the  problem  is  that  when 
you  look  at  the  budget  of  the  United  States  by  function,  aside  from 
the  entitlement  issue  that  we  have  just  described,  you  would  prob- 
ably not  be  able  in  your  B  and  C  to  establish  as  succinctly  as  you 
do  at  the  State  level  that  within  these  lists  there  are  3,000  items 
and  they  are  in  this  priori^.  We  cannot  do  that  here  because  ev- 
erycme  of  those  gets  something,  as  you  well  know  in  appropriations. 

Senator  Bumpebs.  Yes. 

Chairman  Domenici.  And,  therefore,  when  you  get  the  next  in- 
crement, it  is  a  question  of  spreading  it  out  among  those  who  did 
not  get  enough,  and  it  would  almost  have  to  be  an  administrative 
function  to  get  it  done.  You  could  not  match  it  up  unless  you  had 
the  overages  all  prioritized. 

Senator  Bumpebs.  It  would  not  be  imthinkable,  of  course,  that 
you  had  priorities  within  a  particular  allotment  eidier. 
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Chairman  Domenici.  It  would  not  be.  I  am  8a3dng  at  the  national 
level  it  would  be  much  more  difficult. 

Senator  Bumpers.  But  that  would  still  be  a  congressional  deci- 
sion. We  would  have  to  vote  and  approve  projects  or  activities 
within  the  allotments.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  the  opportunity 
to  appear  at  least  these  few  minutes  to  discuss  this.  I  tlunk  it  is  a 
very  interesting  concept,  and  I  think  it  is  important  that  this  com- 
mittee hold  these  hearings.  I  am  hoping  that  this  committee,  if  not 
this  year,  early  next  year,  will  recommend  that  at  least  we  do  a 
fairly  thoughtful  study  on  this  process.  Right  now  each  member  of 
this  committee  knows  that  we  appropriate  the  money,  and  if  the 
revenues  do  not  come  in,  the  deficit  grows  and  grows.  We  are  not 
doing  anything  to  address  that  problem. 

STUDIES  BEING  DONE 

Chairman  Domenici.  I  would  say  that  we  have  a  study  going 
here  and  we  will  share  it  with  all  you  people  in  the  Appropriations 
Committee.  We  have  two.  One  will  be  here  very  soon.  The  GAO  has 
agreed  to  tell  us,  based  on  legislative  history,  why  we  have  had 
continuing  resolutions,  which  will  to  have  a  list  that  shows  the  rea- 
sons for  them  as  alleged  by  Congress  or  as  evidenced  by  floor 
action. 

Second,  our  staff  is  going  to  do  a  CBO  comprehensive  evaluation 
of  what  has  broken  the  budget  marks,  what  parts  of  the  budget 
have  gone  haywire  so  that  instead  of  50,  it  is  100,  and  they  will 
break  it  into  programmatic  errors,  entitlement  errors,  tax  revenues 
that  were  underestimated  and  so  forth.  We  think  we  are  going  to 
find  that  for  the  last  3  or  4  years  it  has  not  been  appropriations. 
We  think  that  we  are  going  to  find  that  it  is  economic  assumptions 
and  entitlements  that  were  underestimated. 

Senator  Bumpers.  I  agree  with  you. 

Chairman  Domenici.  Because  of  the  enormous  gaps,  but  we  will 
have  that  available  also. 

Senator  Bumpers.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Chairman  Domenici.  We  stand  in  recess. 

[Whereupon,  at  3:40  p.m.,  the  committee  adjourned,  subject  to 
the  call  of  the  Chair.] 
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COMPTROLLER  GENERAL  OP  THE  UNITED  6TATE6 
WASHINGTON  O.C.    MM* 


B-202135 


The  Honorable  Pete  V.  Doroenici 
Chairroan,  Committee  on  the  Budget 
United  States  Senate 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman: 

Subject:  Updated  Information  Regarding  Funding  Gaps  and 
Continuing  Resolutions  (GAO/PAD-83-13) 

During  your  September  21  hearings  on  budget  reform,  you 
requested  that  we  provide  you  with  the  instances  and  major  rea- 
sons for  continuing  resolutions  for  the  past  10  years.  As  you 
ate  aware,  on  September  22  we  provided  your  Committee  with  infor- 
mation from  two  GAO  reports  on  funding  gaps  that  also  discuss 
continuing  resolutions  in  some  depth.  One  of  these  reports, 
■Funding  Gaps  Jeopardize  Federal  Government  Operations"  (PAD- 
81-31,  March  3,  1981),  included. data  on  the  number  of  times  fund- 
ing gaps  occurred  and  the  major  reasons  for  passing  continuing 
resolutions  from  fiscal  years  1962  through  1981.   Your  represent- 
ative then  asked  us  to  (1)  provide  the  Committee  staff  with  an 
analysis  of  late  enactment  of  appropriations  both  before  and  af- 
ter the  1974  Budget  Act  was  passed  (see  tables  in  the  enclosure) 
and  (2)  update  the  report  information  by  including  both  fiscal 
year  1982  information  and  reasons  for  the  current  situation. 

Continuing  resolutions  have  been  used  78  times  from  fiscal 
year  1962  to  the  present,   in  fiscal  year  1982,  there  was  an  im- 
passe over  the  terms  of  the  continuing  resolution.   In  particu- 
lar, its  spending  levels  on  social  programs  and  foreign  aid  did 
npt  satisfy  the  President.  This  impasse  caused  a  funding  gap 
(one  of  two  during  this  fiscal  year)  that  in  turn  caused  a  par- 
tial shutdown  of  Government  offices  on  November  23,  1981.   In 
December,  9  of  the  13  appropriations  acts  for  fiscal  year  1982 
were  passed,  but  agencies  affected  by  4  appropriations  (Labor, 
BBS,  and  related  agencies;  legislative  branch;  State,  Justice, 
Commerce,  Judiciary,  and  related  agencies;  and  Treasury^  Postal, 
and  Executive  Office)  operated  on  a  continuing  resolution  for  the 
entire  fiscal  year. 

Since  the  continuing  resolution  for  fiscal  year  1983  was 
enacted  the  morning  of  October  2,  this  fiscal  year  also  started 
with  a  funding  gap.  Only  one  appropriation  bill  had  been  signed 
into  law  before  the  start  of  fiscal  year  1983,  and  again  there 
was  the  possibility  that  serious  disruption  of  Government  opera- 
tions could  occur.  The  funding  gap  was  caused  by  repeated  delays 
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and  uncertainties  in  the  budget  and  appropriations  process  that 
were  beyond  the  control  of  any  particular  comnittee  of  the  Con- 
gress.  For  instance,  there  was  a  heavy  preadjournment  tiorkload 
that  included  debate  on  abortion,  school  prayer,  and  disagreement 
on  riders. 

The  heavy  workload  that  causes  delays  in  funding  stens  in 
large  part  from  a  process  that  is  unnecessarily  repetitive,  a 
structure  and  system  that  is  unduly  complex,  and  a  level  of  deci- 
sionmaking that  is  inappropriately  detailed.   I  think  the  current 
situation  again  demonstrates  the  need  to  reiterate  the  theme  of 
my  testimony  before  your  Committee — the  budget  process  needs  to 
be  simplified  with  an  aim  towards  a  balance  among  stability,  con- 
trol, and  flexibility. 

As  arranged  with  your  office,  unless  you  publicly  announce 
its  contents  earlier,  we  plan  no  further  distribution  of  this 
report  until  7  days  from  the  date  of  the  report.   At  that  time  we 
will  send  copies  to  interested  parties  and  make  copies  available  ^. 
to  others  upon  request. 

Sincerely  yours 


Sincerely  yours,      yf 

Comptroller  General 
of  the  United  States 
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ENCLOSURE 


Table   1* 


Late  Enactment  of  Appropriations  Blllsi   a/ 
Be  f or e^ndi  "aT t  e r   the    1974   Bud g e  t   Ac t 
(As  of   October    t98_2)^/ 


Appropr iat  ions  c/ 


Agriculture  and 
related  agencies 

Defense 

Energy-Water 
(public  works) 

Foreign  assistance 
and  related  programs 

HUD  and  independent 
agencies  e/ 

Interior  and 
related  agencies 

Labor,  HHS,  and 
related  agencies 

Legislative  branch 

Military  construction 

State,  Justice, 

Commerce,  Judiciary, 
.  and  related  agencies 

Transportation  and 
related  agencies  £/ 

Treasury,  Postal,  and 
Executive  Office 


Late 

Enactment 

Before 

Act 

After 

Act 

Total 
Number 

Percent 

Total 
Number 

Percent 

15  of 

15 

100% 

5  of  7 

71% 

15  of 

15 

100 

5  of  7 

71 

15  of 

15 

100 

4  of  7 

57 

15  of 

15 

100 

7  of  7 

100 

15  of 

15 

100 

4  of  7 

57 

12  of 

15 

80 

5  of  "^  ■ 

71 

15  of 

15 

100 

6  of  7 

86 

15  of 

15 

100 

5  of  7 

71 

15  of 

15 

100 

4  of  7 

57 

15  of 

15 

100 

4  of  7 

57 

9  of 

9 

100 

4  of  7 

57 

11  of 

15 

73 

4  of  7 

57 

d/ 


Government-wide  Total   167  of  174 
Percent 


96% 


57  of  84 


68% 
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-ENCLOSURE  ENCLOSURE 


Notes  to  Table  1 

a/Late  enactment  after  June  30  for  fiscal  years  1962-76  and  after 
September  30  for  subsequent  fiscal  years. 

^Only  two  appropriation  bills,  HUD  and  independent  agencies  and 
military  construction,  had  been  passed  prior  to  adjournment. 
However,  the  President  only  signed  HUD  and  independent  agencies 
before  the  beginning  of  this  fiscal  year. 

c/Appropriations  categories  based  on  structure  supplied  by  the 
Department  of  the  Treasury.   Excludes  the  District  of  Columbia 
appropr  i  at  ions . 

d/He  have  included  12  of  the  13  PY  83  appropriations  in  this 
category  because  the  earliest  the  Congress  could  act  on  these 
bills  would  be  November  29,  1982,  when  they  come  back  into  ses- 
sion. There  is  a  possibility  that  these  bills  may  be  passed 
later  in  the  fiscal  year.  Or  not  at  all. 

e/HUD  funded  as  an  independent  agency  prior  to  FY  67. 

f/Transportation  and  related  agencies'  appropriation  bill  came  in- 
to existence  in  FY  68. 

*The  figures  in  this  table  will  vary  from  the  table-  outlined  in 
the  GAO  report  entitled  "Funding  Gaps  Jeopardize  Government 
Operations"  (PAD-81-31)  March  3,  1981,  because  the  information 
has  been  updated  and  adjusted  based  on  further  analysis. 
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Laf  Enacfnt  of  Appropriations  Bills  ^ 
6*fog«  th«  1974  Budqat  Act 
(PY  1962- iTTg) 


Appropr lat lona  ^ 


Total 
NuBber 

15  of  15 

Percent 

Agriculture  and 
related  agendas 

100% 

Dafansa 

15  of  15 

100 

Enargy-^atar 
t public   wrlia} 

15  of  15 

100 

Pofelgn  iftilstAoea 
And   teUted  pro^rua 

15  of   15 

100 

agencies  £/    ^  ^ 

15  of   15 

100 

Interior  and 
related  agendas 

12  of   15 

•0 

La^rr  BHSi   and 

15  of   15 

100 

Legislative  branch 

15  of  15 

100 

Military  conitructlon 

15  of   15 

100 

Stater  Jiiitlca, 
Comercat   JudLciary^ 
and  rsLatad  aganciaa 

15  of  15 

100 

tTaniportatlon  and 
r^UtEd   a^encLai  d/ 

9  of  9 

100 

Traaauryj   Postal ^  and 
Executive  Offlca 

11  of  15 

21 

Govarnaent-vide  Total 

167  of   174 

Percent 

•/ 

2«» 

gtratiflcatlow  of  Late  Appropriation  Bills 

Less 
than  1    1-3      3-6       6-9      9-12 
■onth    ■onths    aonths    aonths    months 


15 
9% 


60 
34% 


13 
7% 


4: 
2% 
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.ENCLOSURE  ENCLOSURE 


Notes  to  Table  2 

a/Late  enactment  after  June  30  for  fiscal  years  1962-76  and  after 
"  September  30  for  subsequent  fiscal  years. 

b/Appropriations  categories  based  on  structure  supplied  by  the 
Department  of  the  Treasury.   Excludes  the  District  of  Columbia 
appropriations. 

c/HUD  funded  as  an  independent  agency  prior  to  FY  67. 

d/Transportation  and  related  agencies*  appropriation  bill  came 
into  existence  in  FY  68. 

e/Any  difference  in  the  percentage  is  due  to  rounding. 

*The  figures  in  this  table  will  vary  from  the  table  outlined  in 
the  GAO  report  entitled  "Funding  Gaps  Jeopardize  Government 
Operations**  (PAD-81-31)  March  3,  1981,  because  the  information 
has  been  updated  and  adjusted  based  on  further  analysis. 
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Tabl»  !• 


Late  En 

actatent  of 
After  tHe^ 

1474  Budget  Act 

B/ 

Us  of  October  1982)  b/ 

Appropriations  c/ 

Late 

d/   Stratification  of 

Late  Appropriation 

Bills 

Total 
Nuiiber 

than  1 
Percent    aonth 

1-3. 
•onths 

3-« 

■onths 

6-9 

■onths 

•-12 
■onths 

Agrioultur*  and 
related  agencies 

5  of  7 

71% 

— 

— 

— 

Defense 

5  of  7 

71 

- 

- 

- 

Bnergy-Water 
(public  «forks) 

4  of  7 

57 

~ 

—'■ 

1 

Foreign  assistance 
and  related  programs 

7  of  7 

100 

~ 

— 

2 

ROO  and  independent 
agencies  e/ 

4  of  7 

57 

.  — 

— 

— 

Interior  and 
related  agencies 

5  of  7 

71 

~. 

— 

-. 

Labor,  RBSr  and 
related  agencies 

6  of  7 

•6 

•— 

.  -& 

4 

Legislative  branch 

5  of  7 

71 

— 

— . 

3 

Military  construction 

4  of  7 

57 

- 

- 

- 

State,  Justice, 
CoHierce,  Judiciary, 
and  related  agencies 

4  of  7 

57 

„„ 

,-, 

2 

Transportation  and 
related  agencies  f/ 

4  of  7 

57 

— 

— 

— 

Treasury,  postal,  and 
Executive  Office 

4  of  7 

57 

-- 

r- 

2 

Governaent-wide  Total 

57  of  14 

11 

li 

~ 

~ 

21 

Percent  £/ 

il* 

m 

22» 

- 

zz 

Jl» 

Digitized  by 


Google 


310 


ENCLOSURE  ENCLOSURE 


Notes  to  Table  3 

a/Late  enactment  after  June  30  for  fiscal  years  1962-76  and  after 
September  30  for  subsequent  fiscal  years. 

b/Only  two  appropriation  bills,  HUD  and  independent  agencies  and 
nilitary  construction,  had  been  passed  prior  to  adjournment. 
However,  the  President  only  signed  HUD  and  independent  agencies 
before  the  beginning  of  the  fiscal  year. 

c/Appropriations  categories  based  on  structure  supplied  by  the 
Department  of  the  Treasury.   Excludes  the  District  of  Columbia 
appropriations. 

d/We  have  included  12  of  the  13  FY  83  appropriations  in  this 
category  because  the  earliest  the  Congress  could  act  on  these 
bills  %#ould  be  November  29,  1982,  when  they  come  back  into  ses- 
sion. There  is  a  possibility  that  these  bills  may  be  passed 
later  in  the  fiscal  year,  or  not  at  all. 

e/HUD  funded  as  an  independent  agency  prior  to  FY  67. 

f/Transportation  and  related  agencies*  appropriation  bill  came 
into  existence  in  FY  68. 

£/Any  difference  in  the  percentage  is  due  to  rounding. 

*The  figures  in  this  table  will  vary  from  the  table  outlined  in 
the  GAO  report  entitled  "Funding  Gaps  Jeopardize  Government 
Operations"  (PAD-81-31)  March  3,  1981,  because  the  information 
has  been  updated  and  adjusted  based  on  further  analysis. 
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ENCLOSURE  ENCLOSURE 


Table  4 

Funding  Gaps  in  Federal  Appropriations 
Beti#een  FY  1968  and  FY  1983 

Major  Causes  of  Delay 

1983   Heavy  preadjournnent  workload,  including  debate  on 
abortion,  school  prayer,  and  disagreement  on  riders. 

1982   November  21-23 — Impasse  over  the  terms  of  the  continuing 
resolution,  particularly  its  spending  levels  where  it  did 
not  cut  enough  from  social  programs  or  add  enough  for 
foreign  aid  to  satisfy  the  President.  October  1 — Result 
of  disagreement  over  riders  regarding  compensation  of 
members,  including  congressional  pay  increases,  tax  de- 
ductions, and  honoraria  limit  for  Senators. 

1981   Sixteen-hour  gap  result  of  disagreement  on  riders, 
busing,  abortion,  apd  congressional  pay  increase. 

1980   Congressional  pay  increase,  abortion.  Federal  Trade 
Commission  authority,  and  various  riders. 

1979   Abortion,  public  %#orks  water  projects,  and  delays  in 
passing  authorizing  legislation.         * 

1978   Abortion  and  D.C.  convention  center. 

1977   Heavy  preadjournment  %rorkload  created  by  abortion  issue. 

1975   U.S.  military  aid  to  Turkey. 

1974   Allocation  of  funds  to  States  and  localities  for  educa- 
tional aid  to  the  disadvantaged. 

1973   Impoundment  and  reconstruction  aid  for  North  Vietnam. 

1972   Foreign  aid  authorization,  policy  for  withdrawing  troops 
from  Indochina,  and  aid  to  Cambodia. 

1970   Major  delays  in  enacting  appropriations  bills  and  Federal 
spending  and  inflation  issues  related  to  Labor-HEW 
appropriations. 

1968   Presidential  request  for  a  10  percent  surtax  and  proposed 
cuts  in  Federal  spending. 
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WRITTEN  COMMITTEE  QUESTIONS  TO  SENATOR  BIDEN  AND  THE 

RESPONSES 

Before  answering  your  specific  questions,  let  me  say  again  that  the  important  fea- 
ture of  my  legislation  is  to  achieve  continuing  review  of  tax  expenditures  by  all 
qualified  committees  of  Congress  and  by  Congress  itself.  The  precise  mechanisms 
should  receive  further  study  by  the  Budget  Committee,  the  Government  Affairs 
Committee,  and  all  other  interested  committees. 

Question.  Would  you  discuss  how  your  proposal  for  including  tax  expenditures  in 
the  budget  process  would  have  applied  to  the  consideration  of  the  Economic  Recov- 
ery Tax  Act  of  1981?  Do  you  think  the  inclusion  of  a  ceiling  on  tax  expenditures  in 
last  year's  budget  resolution  would  have  changed  the  outcome? 

Background:  The  1981  Act  developed  into  a  partisan  bidding  war  for  votes.  Conse- 
quently, the  finally  enacted  bill  created  8  new  tax  expenditures  and  expanded  21 
existing  ones  at  a  3-year  (fiscal  vear  1982-84)  revenue  loss  of  $82  billion. 

Answer.  My  legislation  would  certainly  have  changed  the  process  for  enacting  the 
Economic  Recovery  Tax  Act  of  1981,  and  therefore  it  might  well  have  changed  the 
outcome.  My  bill,  of  course,  would  not  have  applied  to  the  individual  income  tax 
cuts,  and  therefore  would  not  have  affected  their  adoption.  But  it  would  have  re- 
quired that  all  of  the  new  and  enlarged  tax  expenditures  be  studied  by  authorizing 
committees  and  that  authorizing  legislation  be  approved  by  Congress  before  such 
changes  in  tax  law  were  made  through  ERTA.  This  would  have  provided  additional 
expert  views  on  the  tax  expenditures  in  ERTA.  Thus  it  might  well  have  changed  the 
outcome  in  so  far  as  tax  expenditures  were  involved. 

As  to  whether  a  ceiling  on  tax  expenditures  (which  of  course,  is  not  provided  by 
mv  bill)  would  have  changed  the  outcome  of  ERTA,  clearly  this  would  have  depend- 
ed on  the  enforceability  of  the  ceiling,  the  dollar  level  of  the  ceiling,  whether  there 
were  functional  ceilings,  and  many  other  things.  But  a  ceiling  of  some  kind,  which  I 
would  favor,  would  certainly  have  focused  more  attention  on  the  tax  expenditure 
features  of  ERTA,  and  provided  another  g^de  against  which  to  measure  the  budget- 
ary impacts  of  the  bill. 

Question.  Many  of  the  tax  reform  provisions  of  the  Tax  Equity  and  Fiscal  Respon- 
sibility Act  of  1982  were  not  previously  listed  as  tax  expenditures.  These  included 
completed  contract,  modified  coinsurance,  and  compliance  provisions,  to  name  a 
few.  How  would  you  suggest  these  be  treated  under  your  proposal? 

Answer.  My  bill  simply  accepts  the  tax  expenditure  definition  in  the  Budget  Act 
and  makes  no  further  effort  at  definition.  Some  further  definition  may  be  needed, 
but  it  is  probably  more  important  that  there  be  a  definition,  than  precisely  what 
that  defintion  is.  I  would  not  usually  think  of  complicmce  provisions  as  tax  expendi- 
tures although  perhaps  some  might  be.  It  is  possible  that  completed  contract  and 
modified  coinsurance  could  be  so  listed.  But,  in  any  event,  there  are  no  require- 
ments in  my  bill  affecting  tax  expenditures  that  are  being  tightened  or  reduced  in 
order  to  increase  revenues,  so  my  bill  would  have  had  no  impact  in  those  cases. 
(Just  because  there  was  authorizing  legislation,  as  my  bill  provides,  there  would  not 
have  to  be  a  parallel  tax  provision,  any  more  than  there  has  to  be  an  identical  ap- 
propriation to  match  each  spending  authorization.) 

Question.  Wouldn't  your  proposal  result  in  problems  of  numerous  joint  referrals — 
that  is,  a  bill  introduced  by  one  committee  would  necessarily  have  to  be  referred  to 
the  Finance  (Committee  for  purposes  of  implementation.  Which  committee  would  be 
considered  to  have  authorized  a  tax  expenditure? 

Answer.  My  bill  would  not  require  joint  referral  in  the  usual  sense,  since  it  envi- 
sions two  separate  pieces  of  l^islation.  There  would  be  authorizing  legislation, 
which  would  be  referred  to  the  legislative  committee  with  the  substantive,  subject 
matter  jurisdiction.  After  the  authorizing  legislation  was  enacted,  there  would  be 
tax  l^islation  to  implement  the  authorization,  just  as  there  are  appropriations  bills 
to  implement  spending  authorizations.  Tax  l^islation— which  would  look  pretty 
much  like  it  does  now— would  go  only  to  Ways  and  Means  and  Finance.  The  process 
would  be  slower,  but  it  would  be  done  with  more  expertise  and  more  care,  so  that 
hopefully  we  would  have  less  waste. 

Question,  How  would  your  proposal  deal  with  l^islation  such  as  countercyclical 
tax  measures  designed  to  stimulate  the  economy? 

Answer.  My  bill  would  set  up  a  system  to  deal  with  countercyclical  tax  expendi- 
ture measures  that  would  parallel  the  system  now  used  to  deal  with  countercyclical 
spending  programs.  There  would  first  have  to  be  authorizing  legislation,  processed 
by  the  legislative  committees,  and  adopted  by  (Congress,  describing  program  goals 
for  stimulating  the  economy.  Then  there  would  be  a  tax  bill  containing  the  tax  law 
changes  to  implement  the  program  goals  described  in  the  authorizing  legislation. 
That  parallels  the  present  spending  process  where  authorizing  l^islation  would  de- 
scribe the  countercyclical  spending  program,  and  an  appropriations  bill  would  fund 
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it  'RiUB  there  would  be  two  reviews  by  CongresB.  The  first  review  would  determine 
the  need  to  stimulate  the  economy,  the  sectors  to  be  stimulated,  the  economic  goals 
to  be  achieved,  and  the  cost  in  lost  revenue.  The  second  review  would  be  of  the  tax 
eipenditure  mechanisms  to  achieve  the  economic  goals,  and  in  many  case  the  choice 
of  mechanisms  would  be  wide. 
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WRITTEN  COMMITTEE  QUESTIONS  TO  GEORGE  GROSS,  DI- 
RECTOR OF  THE  NATIONAL  LEAGUE  OF  CITIES,  AND  THE 

RESPONSES 


(^i®^ 


13011 

I.O.C. 


(202)626-3000 
CaU»:NLCmES 


ANSWERS  TO  QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY 
SENATORS  DOMENICI  AND  ROLLINGS 

Enforcement  of  Budget  and  Fiscal  Decisions 

(1)  Should  a  point  of  order  be  provided  against  bills  which  exceed 
committee  or  subcommittee  allocations? 

No.   A  point  of  order  would  be  appropriate  only  if  the  first 
resolution  targets  and  resulting  committee  and  subcommittee 
allocations  were  made  ceilings.   Committees  and  subcommittees 
need  flexibility  to  respond  to  changing  needs  and  circum- 
stances, both  major  and  minor.   A  major  breach  of  the  targets 
should  be  resolved,  oh'the  merits,  by  the  full  House  or 
Senate;  a  minor  breach — often  the  result  of  changing  estimates 
— should  not  be  subjected  to  a  point  or  order.  The  record  of 
substantial  compliance  with  spending  targets,  together  with 
the  restrictions  on  enrollment  of  bills  now  in  use,  are 
adequate  to  handle  this  problem. 

Finally,  if  a  point  of  order  were  to  be  available  against 
bills  exceeding  their  allocations,  should  not  one  be  available 
against  those  that  fall  substantially  below  their  allocations? 
From  the  point  ot   view  of  the  fiscal  policy  set  by  the  First 
Budget  Resolution,  such  a  breach  should  be  regarded  as  equally 
serious. 

Forseeable  later  requirements  should  be  incorporated — to  the 
maximum  extent  practicable — in  the  First  Budget  Resolution 
targets.  To  the  extent  that  they  cannot  be  for seen,  this  must 
be  considered  a  further  agrument  against  making  points  of 
order  available  against  breaches  of  committee  and  subcommittee 
allocations. 
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(2)  What  change,  if  any,  should  be  made  in  existing  reconciliation 
procedures? 

If  my  recommendation  of  a  revised  timetable  were  adopted  (that 
is,  adoption  of  the  First  Budget  Resolution  by  April  1  and 
reporting  of  reconciliation  bills  by  June  1  or  July  1), 
Congress  ought  to  consider  encouraging  combining  of  authoriza- 
tion and  reconciliation  bills.   It  makes  sense  to  consider 
these  measures  together,  permitting  comprehensive  consideration 
of  program  changes  together  with  funding  levels.   Authorizing 
committees  would  benefit  by  not  having  to  act  on  two  separate 
bills  and  both  Houses  would  benefit  by  having  reduced  floor 
activity.   All  floor  amendments  should  be  permitted. 

Budget  Cycle 

(1)  Should  any  changes  be  made  in  the  present  annual  budget  time- 
table to  better  reflect  the  work  patterns  of  Congress? 

As  stated  in  my  testimony,  the  First  Budget  Resolution  should 
be  adopted  by  April  1  so  that  adequate  time  would  be  available 
for  committee  action  on  authorization — reconciliation  measures. 
That  is  the  major  change  I  believe  is  needed.   If  this  change 
were  adopted,  parallel  ohanges  should  be  made  with  respect  to 
committee  reports  and  the  CBO  report:   the  former  should  be 
required  by  February  15,  the  latter  by  March  1. 

(2)  Should  the  requirement  for  a  Second  Budget  Resolution  in  the 
Fall  of  the  year  be  eliminated? 

I  suggest  a  new  procedure  for  the  Second  Resolution  in  my 
testimony. 

(3)  Should  the  federal  fiscal  year  be  made  concurrent  with  the 
calendar  year? 

Yes.   While  I  am' reluctant  to  suggest  another  change  in  the 
fiscal  year,  a  calendar  year  basis  would  certainly  better 
reflect  Congress's  work  patterns. 

(4)  Should  Congress  adopt  a  two-year  budget  authorization  and 
appropriation  cycle  as  has  been  proposed  by  several  Members  of 
Congress? 

Definitely  not.  My  reasons  are  spelled  out  in  my  letter  to 
Senators  Quayle  and  Ford,  submitted  to  the  Committee. 
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Impoundment  Control 

(1)  What  changes,  if  any,  should  be  made  in  Title  X  of  the  Budget 
Act  to  enable  Congress  and  the  President  to  keep  actual 
outlays  from  exceeding  those  provided  for  in  approved  budgets? 

To  the  extent  that  there  is  a  problem  here,  I  do  not  think  it 
can  be  dealt  with  under  Title  X.   Outlays  fluctuate  sub- 
stantially in  both  itiahdatory  and  discretionary  programs  as  a 
result  of  basic  law  and  numerous  unforseen  events.   What  is 
needed  is  better  reporting  of  outlays  by  agencies  and  0MB  so 
that  Congress,  and  particularly  the  Budget  Committees,  can 
take  appropriate  action  if  outlays  are  substantially  higher, 
or  lower,  than  contemplated. 

(2)  Should  Congress  establish  a  procedure  for  limiting  growth  of 
entitlement  programs  similar  to  that  used  for  federal  pay 
raises — Presidential  determinations  subject  to  Congressional 
override? 

This  is  a  reasonable  solution,  so  long  as  some  degree  of 
certainty  is  provided  for  program  recipients.   For  example,  it 
night  be  used  on  two-ye^r  basis  with  the  first-year  amount 
certain  and  the  second-year  amount  a  range,  but  not  less  than 
1-2  percent  below  the  first-year  amount.   Such  a  method  would 
provide  for  reasonable  control  with  relative  certainty  for 
program  recipients,  assuring  them  against  a  sharp  and 
unexpected  drop  in  benefit  levels. 

Range  of  Fiscal  Controls 

(1)  What,  if  anything,  should  be  done  to  expand  the  scope  of 
Congressional  budget  resolutions? 

(a)  Credit  activities.   The  comprehensive  controls  included  in 
the  First  Budget  Resolution  for  FY  1983  are  a  good  start. 
Congress  should  use  them  for  two  to  three  years  before 
deciding  on  the  next  steps. 

(b)  Off-budget  spending.   This  is  not  a  real  problem:   off- 
budget  spending  may  be  off-budget,  but  Congress  still 
controls  that  spending  through  its  legislative  process. 
What  is  involved,  of  course,  is  a  huge  addition  to  the 
federal  budget  deficit,  which  no  sitting  Presider^t  can 
view  calmly.   A  solution:   place  off-budgets  on-budget  at 
some  future  date,  perhaps  five  years  from  now. 

(c)  Tax  expenditures.   Because  of  definition  and  computation 
problems  tax  expenditures  cannot  be  brought  fully  within 
the  scope  of  budget  resolutions.   Allan  Schick  formerly 
of  the  Library  of  Congress,  has  made  a  usefu   suggestion, 
however:   budget  resolutions  should  include  a  limitation 
on  annual  changes  in  tax  expenditures,   rather  than  on  the 
total  of  such  expenditures.  This  would  permit  Congress  to 
control  the  enactment  of  new  tax  expenditures,  which  is 
long  overdue. 

(d)  Revolving  Funds.  The  issue  here  seems  to  be  "grossing"  or 
"netting",  again  not  a  serious  budget  problem.  My 
recommendation  is  the  same  as  with  respect  to  off -budget 
spending:   that  is,  if  "grossing"  is  to  be  adopted,  do  it 
five  years  in  the  future  to  avoid  substantially  higher 
budget  amounts  accruing  to  a  sitting  President. 

Jinplementation  of  Balanced  Budget  Constitutional  Amendment 

I  strongly  oppose  enactment  of  S.J.  Res.  58  as  bad  fiscal  policy 
and  bad  budget  policy.  Implementing  legislation  will  be  needed, 
however.  Its  exact  nature  should  await  final  action,  if  any,  on 
the  amendment  itself. 
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September  24,    1982 


Honorable  Pete  V.   Domenici 

Chairman 

Committee  on  the  Budget 

203  Carroll  Arms 

Washington,   D.  C.   20510 

Dear  Mr.   Chairman: 

Thank  you  again  for  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  the 
Committee  on  the  Budget  to  discuss  converting  the  budget  pro- 
cess from  a  one -year  to  a  two-year  cycle. 

I  think  this  would  be  a  beneficial  change,   and  I  compliment 
you  again  for  including  it  among  the  topics  to  be  considered  in  the 
hearings. 

The  supplement  to  my  prepared  statement,   commenting  on 
the  questions  you  sent  with  your  letter  of  invitation,   is  attached 
for  inclusion  in  the  hearing  record. 

With  all  good  wishes,   I  am 

Sincerely, 


Wendell  H.  Ford 


Enclosure 
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WRITTEN  COMMITTEE  QUESTIONS  TO  SENATOR  WENDELL 
H.  FORD,  AND  THE  RESPONSES 

A.  Enforcement  of  Budget  and  Fiscal  Decisions 

A.  1.    "Should  a  point-of-order  be  provided  against  bills  which 
exceed  committee  or  subcommittee  allocations?" 

Comment 

No.   Such  points  of  order  would  be  too  restrictive  and  would 
elevate  advisory  planning  documents  to  too  binding  a  status. 
Moreover,  such  a  change  still  leaves  the  problem  of  how  to  know 
if  an  allocation  has  been  exceeded  in  the  first  place. 

S.  2864,  the  "Budget  Procedures  Imporvement  Act  of  1982,"  which 
Mr.  Quayle  and  I  introduced  on  August  19,  1982,  solves  the 
problem  which  the  proposal  in  the  question  purports  to  address, 
without  inducing  excessive  rigidity  into  the  process.  S.2864 
solves  the  problem  through  two  new  requirements.  First, 
allocation  reports  and  spending  bills  must  contain  or  be 
accompanied  by  tables  in  which  the  budgetary  aspects  of  the  bill 
and  the  report  are  expressed  in  the  same  accounts  in  which  the 
President's  budget  recommendations  are  presented.  Because  of  this 
requirement,  it  will  be  possible  to  know  precisely  where  and  by 
how  much  spending  bills  vary  from  committees'  earlier  estimates 
as  stated  in  their  allocation  reports. 

Second,  all  spending  bills  will  be  required  to  be  withheld  from 
enrollment  until  action  is  completed  on  the  second  budget 
resolution  and  reconciliation  bill  or  resolution,  if  any.  The  new 
provision  will  prevent  continuation  of  the  current  problem  in 
which  bills  enacted  early  take  up  room  in  the  budget  needed  by 
bills  later  in  time.  Under  this  requirement  all  bills  will  be 
kept  equally  susceptible  to  revision  through  reconciliation,  and 
the  current  problem  of  having  to  anticipate  the  magnitude  of 
undefined  future  requirements  disappears. 


A.  2.     "Should  foreseeable  later  requirements  be  counted  in 
determining  whether  appropriation  bills  create  budget 
problems." 

Comment 

No.  The  difficulties  of  establishing  agreement  over  the  amount  to 
be  in  future  legislation  would  make  this  unworkable.  The  solution 
to  the  problem  which  this  purports  to  solve  is  in  S.2864.  See 
discussion  under  A.I. 
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A.  3.    "What  change  if  any  should  be  made  in  existing 
reconciliation  procedures." 

Comment 

First,  more  time  should  be  allowed  for  committees  to  comply  with 
reconciliation  instructions  and  for  floor  and  conference 
consideration  of  reconciliation  bills.  The  schedule  in  S.2864 
satisfies  this  need. 

Second*  the  existing  procedures  should  be  strengthened  by 
explicitly  prohibiting  the  kinds  of  violations  that  have  been 
used  in  the  past  few  years,  however  necessary  they  may  have  been 
in  a  one-year  budget  cycle.  S.2964  satisfies  this  requirement 
too. 

Third,  there  should  be  a  new  point  of  order  against 
reconciliation  bills  which  include  provisions  that  have  no  effect 
on  the  levels  of  revenue,  budget  authority,  outlays,  or  the 
public  debt.  Reconciliation  bills  should  not  be  a  vehicle  for 
omnibus  legislative  change  unrelated  to  enacting  a  budget. 


A.  4.    "Should  greater  flexibility  be  provided  for  Floor 

Amendments  to  reconciliation  bills?  (For  example,  should 
amendments  be  in  order  which  are  non-germane  to  material 
in  a  reconciliation  bill,  but  which  would  save  money  in 
programs  under  the  jurisdiction  of  committees  receiving 
reconciliation  instructions?" 

Comment 

With  the  increased  time  for  debate  that  is  possible  in  a  two-year 
budget  schedule,  the  strict  limitations  on  amendments  to 
reconciliation  bills  need  not  be  retained,  and  any  amendment 
proposing  any  change  in  any  law  or  in  any  spending  measure 
pending  enrollment  which  would  determine  the  levels  of  revenues, 
budget  authority,  outlays,  or  the  public  debt  could  be  allowed. 
There  should  be  a  requirement  for  arithmetical  consistency, 
however,  like  that  which  applies  to  budget  resolutions.  That  is, 
members  should  be  free  to  propose  alternatives  to  the  spending 
and  revenue  modifications  in  the  reconciliation  bill,  so  long  as 
the  mathematical  balance  between  the  parts  and  the  whole  is 
preserved. 

If  such  a  change  is  made,  consideration  should  also  be  given  to 
ways  to  ensure  that  amendments  are  not  brought  up  before  members 
have  had  an  opportunity  to  become  familiar  with  them. 
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B.  Budget  Cycle 

B.  1.    "Should  any  changes  be  made  in  the  present  annual 

Congressional  budget  timetable  to  better  reflect  the 
work  patterns  of  Congress?" 

Comment 

Yes.  The  budget  process  should  be  made  a  two-year  process,  as 
proposed  by  S.2864,  the  "Budget  Procedures  Improvement  Act  of 
1982." 


B.  2.    "Should  the  requirement  for  a  Second  Budget  Resolution 
in  the  Fall  of  the  year  be  eliminated?   If  so,  what 
provisions  should  be  made  in  the  Budget  Act  for  updating 
of  Budget  resolutions" 

Comment 

No.  We  should  stay  with  a  two-resolution  system,  because  it  is  a 
more  rational  way  to  form  a  budget,  and  we  should  go  to  a  two- 
year  cycle  so  that  it  can  work. 


B.  3.    "Should  the  Federal  Fiscal  year  be  made  concurrent  with 
the  calendar  year?" 

Comment 

No.  There  is  no  reason  to  make  such  a  change,  and  one  very  good 
reason  not  to.  The  reason  not  to  is  that  the  books  could  not  be 
closed  for  the  prior  year  in  time  for  the  President  to  include 
prior  year  actual  figures  in  the  presentation  of  his 
recommendations.  September  30  is  about  as  late  as  the  fiscal  year 
can  end  and  the  President  submit  numbers  in  January.  Of  course, 
we  could  give  the  President  until  March  or  April  to  submit  his 
proposals.  In  a  one-year  process  that  seems  undesirable;  it 
leaves  the  Congress  with  too  little  time.  In  a  two-year  process 
it  might  be  acceptable  and  would  give  a  newly  elected  President 
time  to  prepare  his  recommendations.  As  we  all  know,  the  budget 
submitted  in  January  now  by  an  outgoing  President  is  a  throw-away 
document  anyway;  the  incoming  President  useSi  the  March  update  for 
his  proposals. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


321 


B.  4.     "Should  Congress  adopt  a  two-year  Budget  Authorization 
and  Appropriation  cycle  as  has  been  proposed  by  several 
members  of  Congress?" 

Comment 

Yes.  See  main  body  of  statement. 


B.  4.  a.  "If  a  two-year  cycle  became  a  reality,  what  would  be  the 
best  sequencing  of  budget  resolutions,  authorization  and 
appropriations  bills?" 

Comment 

The  schedule  in  S.2864.  See  main  body  of  statement. 


B.  4.  b.  "If  a  two-year  cycle  were  adopted,  how  could  flexibility 
for  mid-course  corrections  be  provided?" 

Comment 

Supplementals  can  and  should  be  offered  whenever  they  are  needed. 
They  should  not  be  scheduled,  or  they  become  a  regular  event 
around  which  time  is  allocated  and  for  which  additional  resources 
are  acquired. 
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B.  4.  c.  "Would  a  two-year  cycle  inhibit  the  ability  of  a  new 
President  to  implement  the  platform  on  which  he  was 
elected?" 

Comment 

The  question  raises  another  question  of  profound  significance. 
That  question  is  whether  we  should  try  to  have  "short-fuse" 
procedures  so  that  public  policy  can  be  subjected  to  many  and 
swift  changes  in  direction,  with  mininial»  if  any  debate;  or  if  we 
should  recognize  that  we  move  powerful  levers  here  and  merely  to 
nudge  one  a  tiny  bit  usually  has  wrenching  effects  on  millions  of 
individuals,  businesses,  and  governments,  at  home  and  abroad.  We 
should  move  them  slowly  and  deliberately,  with  as  much  certainty 
as  to  the  effects  we  are  producing  as  hard  thinking  and  hard 
study  will  yield  us.  Only  in  the  most  extreme  of  emergencies, 
such  as  that  which  President  Franklin  D.  Roosevelt  faced  when  he 
took  office  in  his  first  term,  is  suspension,  of  the  processes  of 
due  deliberation  warranted. 

Since  that  time,  however,  almost  every  President  has  come  into 
office  bent  on  carrying  out  a  social  and  economic  revolution  in 
his  first  hundred  days.  All  we  get  from  this  behavior  is 
instability  and  uncertainty  and  the  bad  effects  of  ill-considered 
changes.  And  to  argue  that  the  country  just  has  to  suffer  through 
this  is  absurd.  We  all  know,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  to  argue  that 
electing  a  man  President  is  the  same  as  a  positive  referendum  on 
each  idea  he  advocated  in  his  campaign  is  the  most  extreme 
nonsense  anyone  could  utter.  All  that  can  be  said  with  certainty 
is  that  one  person  received  more  votes  than  another.  That  man 
then  has  the  opportunity  to  submit  proposals  for  legislation.  But 
it  cannot  be  asserted  that  the  public  has  somehow  agreed  to  all 
of  his  proposals  in  advance  in  choosing  him  in  preference  to 
another  candidate. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  is  one  place  and  one  place  only  where  it  can 
be  ascertained  with  any  confidence  how  the  public  thinks  on  an 
issue  and  that  place  is  the  Congress  of  the  United  States.  It  is 
through  the  discussions  and  decisions  of  the  people's  elected 
representatives,  of  the  535  men  and  women  who  comprise  the  Senate 
and  the  House  of  Representatives,  that  the  American  people 
discuss  and  decide  an  issue.  This  is  the  way  it  has  to  be  Mr. 
Chairman  if  government  is  to  be  "by  the  people,"  however 
frustrating  that  may  be.  to  Presidents  and  their  assistants. 
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C.  Impoundment  Control 

C.  1.    "What  changes  if  any  should  be  made  in  Title  X  of  the 

Budget  Act  to  enable  Congress  and  the  President  to  keep 
actual  outlays  from  exceeding  those  provided  for  in 
approved  budgets?" 

Comment 

For  purposes  of  this  answer  it  is  assumed  that  the  outlays  in 
question  are  those  from  permanent »  indefinite  budget  authority. 
Outlays  from  current,  definite  budget  authority  are  not  only 
comparatively  smaller,  but,  if  they  are  higher  in  one  year  than 
was  estimated,  are  correspondingly  lower  in  the  following  year  or 
years.  That  is  because  they  are  ultimately  limited  by  the  amount 
of  budget  authority,  and  it  should  not  of  great  concern  whether  a 
dollar  that  is  obligated  is  actually  spent  in  one  fiscal  year  or 
the  next. 

Considering  then  outlays  from  permanent,  indefinite  budget 
authority,  such  as  outlays  from  the  large  trust  funds,  most  of 
which  are  referred  to  as  "entitlement  programs,"  unless  Congress 
is  willing  to  consider  such  actions  as  putting  annual  outlay 
ceilings  on  them,   which  I  consider  wholly  impractical  and 
probably  illegal  denials  of  rights  created  by  law,  there  is 
nothing  that  can  or  should  be  done  outside  of  ensuring  that  the 
programs  are  designed  on  a  sound  basis. 

For  the  most  part  these  programs  are  similar  to  insurance  and 
private  pension  programs  and  the  Congress  is  in  the  same  position 
as  a  company  in  that  kind  of  business.  That  is,  it  is  of  extreme 
importance  that  the  Congress  be  as  realistic  in  its  estimates  of 
expenditure  that  will  result  from  different  benefit  rates  and 
elegibility  criteria  as  an  insurance  company  must  be  to  remain 
solvent.  Congress  needs  to  do  the  best  job  that  can  be  done  in 
obtaining  the  best  professional  estimates  of  what  outlays  will  be 
for  different  alternatives  and  then  Congress  has  to  pick  the 
alternative  that  the  nation  wants  and  can  afford.  If  this  is 
done,  there  should  be  no  need  for  the  kind  of  arbitrary  cutoffs 
that  are  sometimes  proposed.  • 


C.  2.    "Should  Congress  establish  a  procedure  for  limiting 

growth  of  entitlement  programs  similar  to  that  used  for 
Federal  pay  raises  —  Presidential  determinations 
subject  to  Congressional  over-ride?" 

Comment 

No.  That  would  be  an  unacceptable  and  wholly  improper  delegation 
of  legislative  power.  Congress  should  strive  to  perfect  the 
accuracy  of  its  estimates  and  act  responsibly  on  those  estimates. 
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D.  Range  of  Fiscal  Controls 


D.  1.    "What  if  anything  should  be  done  to  expand  the  scope  of 
Congressional  budget  resolutions?" 

Comment 

See  D.  3  for  comments  on  off-budget  activities. 


D.  2.    "Do  the  provisions  on  Federal  credit  activities  included 
in  this  year's  First  Budget  Resolutions  provide  a 
suitable  approach  for  the  longer  term?  What  provisions 
relating  to  Federal  Credit  should  be  included  in  the 
Budget  Act?" 

Comment 

This  may  or  may  not  have  merit.  I  included  provisions  in  S.1663 
which  would  bring  Federal  credit  programs  into  the  budget 
process,  but  Senator  Quayle  and  I  did  not  include  such  provisions 
in  S.2864.  I  understand  that  the  Budget  Committee  has  a  task 
force  looking  into  this  question. 

There  could  be  objections  raised  to  this  expansion  of  the  budget 
process  though.  As  I  understand  it»  the  budgetary  impact  of 
Federal  credit  programs  is  already  included  in  the  budget  process 
through  inclusion  of  the  budget  authority  an^  outlays  for  direct 
loans  and  for  the  estimated  losses  on  loan  guarantees.  To  go 
beyond  this  could  be  viewed  as  a  use  of  the  budget  process  for  a 
purpose  quite  beyond  that  of  establishing  the  Federal  budget. 
What  would  be  next?  The  money  supply  "budget"?  The  acreage 
allotment  "budget"?  I  imagine  that  there  is  an  endless  list  of 
things  for  which  overall  costs  could  be  stated;  the  word  "budget" 
appended  to  the  name;  and  the  arguments  launched  urging  their 
inclusion  in  the  "budget"  process. The  net  costs  of  credit 
programs  are  legitimate  areas  of  interest  for  budget  makers,  and 
this  input  should  be  carefully  assessed  and  highlighted  as  a 
"real"  budget  factor.  However,  the  question  of  whether  the  budget 
process  itself  should  attempt  to  enter  the  credit  program  policy 
arena  further  than  this  needs  careful  thought. 

I  would  hope  that  members  of  the  Banking  Committee  would  comment 
on  this  subject  during  your  hearings,  as  I  think  they  are  the 
ones  likely  to  be  most  affected  by  this  expansion. 
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D.  3.    "Should  off -budget  spending  be  brought  on  budget?" 

Comment 

I  am  inclined  to  say  "Yes,"  but  I'm  not  too  sure  that  it  is  a 
matter  of  great  importance.  On  the  one  hand,  the  whole  notion 
sounds  like  an  attempt  to  fool  the  people  by  making  the  budget 
look  lower  than  it  really  is.  On  the  other,  there  may  be 
something  about  the  nature  of  the  off -budget  programs  that 
warrants  this  status.  The  amounts  for  the  programs  are  published 
in  budget  documents,  so  anyone  who  is  interested  can  find  out 
what  they  are  and  how  much  they  cost.  I  would  defer  to  the 
authorizing  committees  and  the  Committee  on  Governmental  Affairs 
on  this  question. 


D.  4.    "Should  tax  expenditures  be  specificaly  dealt  with  in 
budget  resolutions?  If  so,  how?" 

Comment 

No.  "Tax  expenditures"  are  already  dealt  with  implicitly  in 
stating  the  total  revenues.  To  go  any  further  is  to  intrude 
without  reason  into  that  which  is  the  responsibility  of  the 
Finance  Committee.  In  addition,  the  whole  notion  is  of  dubious 
validity,  and  raises  definitional  questions  of  extreme 
difficulty.  Also,  there  is  the  difficulty  of  measurement  of  the 
amount  of  any  "tax  expenditure"  because  of  the  absence  of  any  way 
of  predicting  the  second  and  third  order  effects  that  would 
result  from  the  behavioral  changes  which  would  follow  a  change  in 
the  provision.  This  can  be  so  extreme  that  what  looks  on  the 
surface  like  a  loss  of  revenue  may  in  fact  create  revenue  by 
promoting  taxpaying  economic  activity  which  would  not  otherwise 
occur.   I  would  defer  to  the  Finance  Committee  on  this  question. 


D.  5.    "Should  any  change  be  made  in  the  budget  treatment  of 
revolving  funds" 

Comment 

I  would  defer  to  the  Committee  on  Governmental  Affairs  on  this 
question. 
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E.  Implementation  of  Balanced  Budget  Constitutional  Amendment 

"A  balanced  budget  Constitutional  Amendment  (S.  J.  Res.  58)  was 
recently  approved  by  the  Senate.  Assuming  such  an  amendment  is 
adopted  by  Congress  and  submitted  to  the  states  for  ratification, 
the  following  questions  arise. 

B.  1.    "The  balanced  budget  amendment  provides  for  the 

enactment  of  legislation  to  implement  it.  What  changes 
in  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  should  be  included  in 
that  implementing  legislation?" 

Comment 

Mr.  Chairman,  on  August  3,  1982,  during  floor  debate  on 
S.J. Res. 58,  I  asked  if  the  Balanced  Budget  Amendment  would 
prohibit  going  to  a  two-year  cycle.  I  was  assured  by  the  Chairman 
of  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary,  the  distinguished  Senior 
Senator  from  South  Carolina,  Senator  Thurmond,  that  he  knew  of 
nothing  in  the  Amendment  that  would  prevent  going  to  a  two-year 
cycle. 

I  believe  a  two-year  budget  cycle  would  serve  not  only  to  remedy 
many  of  the  current  problems  with  the  budget  process;  it  would 
also  benefit  the  requirement  for  a  balanced  budget,  with  balance 
over  the  two-year  period  instead  of  each  year. 


B.  2.    "Should  the  legislation  implementing  the  balanced  budget 
amendment  provide  for  the  amendment's  provisions  to 
become  effective  before  ratification  by  the  states  is 
complete  so  that  the  procedures  can  be  tested  and  "de- 
bugged" by  the  time  ratification  is  complete? 

Comment 

No.  It  would  be  wholly  improper  to  implement  an  amendment  while 
the  ratification  process  is  still  going  on.  It  both  makes  a 
mockery  of  the  ratification  process  and  improperly  tends  to 
influence  behavior  of  those  in  State  legislatures  who  are  called 
on  to  decide  the  question  if  it  appears  that  it  has  been 
implemented  as  a  fait  accompli. 


B.  3.    "Are  any  statutory  transition  provisions  necessary  — 
either  during  the  intervening  years  or  at  the  point  of 
final  ratification  —  to  take  account  of  the  fact  that 
the  Federal  budget  is  not  now  in  balance  and  that 
deficits  are  predicted  for  the  next  several  years? 

Comment 

No.  A  transition  period  before  ratification  would  be  improper. 
Congress  should  not  implement  amendments  that  might  be  rejected. 
And  a  transition  jperiod  after  ratification  seems  not  to  be 
provided  for  in  the  Amendment. 

This  does  not  mean  that  every  effort  to  balance  the  budget, 
consistent  with  paramount  national  needs,  should  not  go  forward 
prior  to  ratification  action  by  the  States. 
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EXECUTIVE  OFFICE  OF  THE  PRESIDENT 
OFFICE  OF  MANAGEMENT  AND  BUDGET 

WASHINGTON.  D.C.      20SO3 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  HONORABLE  DAVID  A.  STOCKMAN 

'  DIRECTOR,  OFFICE  OF  MANAGEMENT  AND  BUDGET 

BEFORE  THE 

. SENATE  BUDGET  COMMITTEE 

SEPTEMBER  21,  1982 
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Mr.  Chairman: 

I  welcome  this  opportunity  to  participate  in  your 
deliberations  on  the  Congressional  Budget  Act.   I  have  reviewed, 
with  great  interest,  the  testimony  delivered  before  your 
Committee  and  the  three  other  House  and  Senate  committees  holding 
hearings  on  the  Budget  Act  this  year.   The  predominant  concerns 
expressed  seem  to  £all  into  three  categories:   the  need  to  limit 
the  time  the  budget  process  takes  out  o£  the  legislative 
calendar;   the  need  for  fundamental  reform  in  the  appropriations 
process;  and  the  need  for  a  whole  variety  of  minor  adjustments 
to  the  procedural  requirements  of  the  Budget  Act. 

Mr.  Chairman,  these  three  areas  deserve  careful  study  as  you 
consider  recommending  changes  to  the  Senate  in  the  structure  of 
the  budget  process.   I  would  like  to  suggest,  however,  that  there 
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is  an  important  structural  problem  that  cuts  across  these 
categories  that  also  deserves  considerable  thought.   That  is  the 
question  of  how  fiscal  priority  decisions  made  during  the 
development  of  the  Budget  Resolution  can  actually  be  implemented 
during  subsequent  Congressional  action. 

Current  Budget  Act  Priorities 

To  date,  the  great  challenge  to  —  and  success  of  —  the 
Budget  Act  has  been  in  establishing  fiscal  priorities.  The  major 
public  attention  directed  to  this  past  year's  efforts  to  adopt 
the  First  Concurrent  Resolution  indicates  that  the  Resolution  is 
now  viewed  as  the  centerpiece  of  the  Congressional  budget 
process. 

Translating  Priorities  into  Reality 

In  ny  view,  the  reason  why  the  Budget  Act  process  has 
attracted  this  attention  is  because  the  public  now  understands 
that  the  broad  tax  and  spending  priorities  established  in  the 
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First  Resolution  will  actually  be  implemented  through  later 
congressional  action  in  a  number  of  areas.  As  the  following 
table  indicates,  this  has  not  always  been  the  case: 

TABLE  A 

FIRST   RESOLUTION  ESTIMATES  OF  OUTLAYS  VERSUS 
ACTUALS,   FY'S   1977-1982 

1977        1978        1979        1980        1981     1982 


First  Resolution  Estimate     413.3     460.9     498.8     532,0     613.6  695.4 
Actuals  401.9      449.9      493.7      579.6     660.5  731.5 

Difference  -11.4     -11.0       -5.1     +47.6     +46.9  +35.6 


As  the  table   indicates,    the  major  problem  with  the  first  three 
Budget  Resolutions  was  the  tendency  of  the  Budget  Act  system  to 
overestimate  spending.     This  tendency  changed  dramatically, 
however,  beginning  with  the  FY  1980  budget,   as  the  national  trend 
toward  more  prudent  fiscal  policies  was  reflected  in  the  attempt 
to  hold  the  line  on  the  outlay  side. 
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As  the  table  indicates,  however,  simple  assertions  of  intent  were 
insufficient  to  hold  FY  1980  outlays  anywhere  near  the  prescribed 
levels.  While  much  of  the  shift  in  the  numbers  was  due  to  the 
soaring  inflation  and  rising  interest  rates  of  the  period,  no 
mechanism  was  available  to  offset  these  trends  with  commensurate 
reductions  in  other  spending, areas. 

Beginning  in  FY  1981,  therefore,  the  Congress  found  itself 
compelled,  for  the  first  time,  to  implement  the  Reconciliation 
mechanism  prescribed  in  the  Budget  Act.   Given  the  relatively 
modest  scope  of  the  effort  on  the  first  try,  little  progress  was 
made  in  holding  the  line.   By  1982,  however,  some  headway  was 
being  made  against  a  widening  of  the  budget  gap,  even  in  the  face 
of  an  unpredicted  recession  that  carried  with  it  upward  spending 
pressures. 

Examination  of  progress  made  to  date  on  implementation  of  the  FY 
1983  Budget  Resolution  confirms  the  view  that  successful 
enforcement  of  Resolution  policy  assumptions  leads  to  success  in 
controlling  government  spending. 
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ThBLE  B 

FY   83-85  SAVINGS  ACHIEVED  TO  DATE 
(in  billions  of  dollars) 


Resolution 

Target 

Total  revenues. . • . 

98.3 

Targeted 

entitlenents: 

In  Reconcili- 

ation Direc- 

tive  

19.8 

Other 

5.6 

Monde fense 

discretionary. . . . 

33.5 

Management 

initiative: 

In  Reconcilir 

ation  Bill'.... 

2.1 

Unreconciled. .. 

39.6 

Savings  Inplenentation 

Achieved  to  Date  Mechanism 


100.6 


Reconciliation 


15.5 


Reconciliation 
None 


2.3  1/    302(b)  Limits 


2.0 


Reconciliation 
None 


1/  Continuing  Resolution  Levels  for  FY  83  only 
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User   fees: 

In  Reconcili- 

ation Bill 

0.3 

Unreconciled. .. 

3.9 

Federal  Pay 

26.1 

COLAS 

5.4 

Defense 

20.8 

Other  program 

savings 

3.6 

Subtotal 

259.0 

Net  interest: 

Lower   rates 

54.9 

Lower 

deficits 

52.8 

0.3  Reconciliation 

None 


5.1 


3.4 


144.9 


None 


Reconciliation 


9.2   1/  302(b)    Limits 


6.5       Reconciliation 


Not  applicable 


Not  applicable 


99-812   0-83-22 
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Rejection  of  CBO 
reestimates   in 
baseline 11.8  na  Not  applicable 

Total 
savings.....  378.5  144.9 

Assumed  Savings  with 
implementation 
mechanism 183.8  72%  •%  achieved 

Assumed  Savings  with- 
out implementation 
mechanism 75.2  7%  2/  %  achieved 


IMPROVED   PROCEDORES  FOR  IMPLEMENTING  THE  FIRST   BUDGET   RESOLUTION 

AS  the  preceding   table   illustrates,    the  key  to  implementing 
the  savings  proposed  in  the  First  Resolution  is  a  specific 
implementation  procedure.     Setting  aside   limitations  on  Executive 


2/  Entirely  Federal  pay  savings 
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Branch  pay,  which  the  Congress  has  routinely  enforced,  spelling 
out  enforcement  mechanisms  in  the  Resolution  is  a  necessary,  if 
not  sufficient,    condition  for  achieving   the  proposed  savings. 

In  considering  options  for  enhancing  the  Budget  Act's 
implementation  machinery,    I  do  not  believe  it   is  necessary  to 
rely  primarily  on  legislative  changes  to  add   force  to  the  First 
or  Second  Resolution  process.     Rather,    in  many   instances,    I 
believe  the  First  Resolution  itself  could  embrace  provisions 
which  would   lay  out  a  clear  path  towards   implementation  of  the 
many  policy  assumptions  and   recommendations  contained   in   the 
Resolution  Conference  Report.     Moreover,    I   believe  that  these 
methods  can  be  fashioned  without  diminishing   the  latitude  granted 
by  the  Budget  Act  to  the  Appropriations  and  authorizing 
Committees  to  establish  policy  priorities. 

In   the  sections  below,    I  outline  suggestions  that  the 
Committee  may  wish  to  consider  in  fashioning  next  year's 
Resolution. 
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General  Observations 

In  general,  the  Budget  Act  provides  only  two  mechanisms  £or 
implementing  policy  decisions  made  within  the  budget  process  — 
reconciliation ,  and  the  process  of  allocating  ceilings  to  the 
Appropriations  Committee  under  section  302(b)  of  the  Act.   I 
would  recommend  that  any  policy  assumption  not  iiqplemented  by  one 
of  these  methods  be  enforced  by  the  other.   Only  in  that  way  can 
the  Congress  assure  that  it  has  a  clearly  understood  means  to 
effect  assumed  policy  changes. 

The  302(b)  Process 

There  are  a  number  of  reasons  why  the  302(a) (b)  process  has 
been  less  successful  than  it  might  have  been  in  implementing  the 
fiscal  controls  assumed  in  the  First  Concurrent  Resolution. 

(1)   Handling  Supplementals 

The  major  defect  of  the  302(b)  process  is  that;  as  it  has 
operated  to  date,  it  does  not  account  very  well  for  the  fact  that 
Spring  Supplementals  are  often  used  for  budget  authority 


Digitized  by 


Google 


887 

increases  for  programs ,   as  well  as  pay.     There  is  a  tendency  to 
use   the  full  authority  provided   in  the  302(b)    allocation  in  the 
Fall  appropriations  season.     When  spending  pressure  for   favored 
programs  subsequently  builds   in   the  Spring,    it  is  often  easier  to 
amend  the  ceiling  than   it   is   to  find  offsetting  budget  authority 
reductions.     The  result  is   the  experience  of  the  last  three  or 
four  years,    in  which  Congress  has  had  to  revise   the  Second 
Resolution  at  least  once  each  year  to  accommodate  needed 
supplementals. 

The  Committee  may  wish  to  consider  a  two-stage  302(a) 
allocation  process,  where  the  budget  authority  assumed  to  be 
available  only  in  the  Spring   is   in  fact  "held"  until  that  time, 
either   through  separate   identification  in  the  302(a)    allocation, 
or   in  a  process  tied  to  the  Second  Resolution.     One  exception 
would  be  any  assumption    (under   the  Resolution)    about  "pay 
absorption."     This  latter  category  of  Spring  action  is  actually 
easier  to  conduct  in  the  Fall,   obviating   the  need  for 
late-in-the-year  efforts  to  find  budget  authority  offsets  when 
none  may  be  available. 
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(2>  House/Senate  Differences 

Under  present  practice,  House/Senate  differences  in  the 
302(a)  (b)  allocation  process  make  implementation  of  the 
Resolution  assumptions  difficult  in  two  ways, 
(a)   Variant  302(b)'s 

The  most  obvious  problem  is  tltat,  unless  the  House  and  Senate 
Appropriations  Committees  produce  identical  302(b)  allocations, 
there  will  always  be  some  appropriations  bills  that  exceed  the 
allocation  of  one  House  while  falling  within  the  allocation  of 
the  other.   In  such  an  environment,  judging  an  appropriations 
bill  on  the  grounds  of  its  consistency  or  inconsistency  with  the 
Resolution  —  the  standard  the  Administration  has  sought  this 
year  —  is  probably  impossible.   Moreover,  by  effectively 
blocking  enrollment  of  any  bill  unless  it  meets  the  lower  of  the 
House  and  Senate  standards,  the  effect  is  to  provide  leas  budget 
authority  to  the  Appropriations  Committees  than  intended  by  the 
Resolution. 
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If  enforced,  this  result  would  produce  pressure  for  a  hybrid 
"higher  of"  standard,  which  of  course  would  result  in  excessive 
budget  authority  allocations.   If  not  enforced,  on  the  other 
hand,  the  302(b)  allocation  process  is  seriously  weakened. 

For  these  reasons,  I  believe  the  Committee  should  consider 
mechanisms  for  encouraging  the  Appropriations  Committees  of  the 
House  and  Senate  to  adopt  common  standards.   The  Committee  may 
wish  to  consider  methods  that  would  provide  for  joint 
House/Senate  consideration  of  the  302(b)  ceilings  as  part  of  the 
process  of  establishing  302(b)  allocations.   While  House  and 
Senate  priorities  will  inevitably  differ,  there  may  be  some 
mechanism  through  which  these  differences  could  be  reconciled. 

(b)   Variant  302  (a) 's 

A  related,  though  perhaps  more  easily  remedied  problem,  is 
the  fact  that  the  302(a)  allocations  provided  by  the  House  Budget 
Committee  to  the  House  Appropriations  Committee  often  differ  from 
the  302(a)  allocations  you  provide  to  the  Senate  Appropriations 
Committee.   Such  differences  generate  House /Senate  discrepancies 
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automatically  and  spell  trouble  for  rational  consideration  of 
Appropriations  Conference  Reports.   I  would  strongly  urge  you  to 
work  with  your  colleagues  on  the  House  side  to  establish  a  common 
methodology  for  translating  the  First  Resolution  into  a  joint 
Senate/House  302(a)  allocation.   If  we  at  the  Office  of 
Management  &  Budget  may  be  of  assistance  to  you  in  developing 
such  a  common  methodology,  I  hope  you  will  call  on  us. 

(3)   302(a)  Assumptions  That  Can't  Be  Enforced  by  the 
Appropriations  Committees. 

As  a  general  matter,  I  believe  it  is  important  for  us  to 
understand  the  limitations  of  the. 3 02(b)  process  and  to  attempt 
to  implement  through  that  method  only  those  policy  changes  that 
the  Appropriations  Committees  can  actually  make  within  their 
respective  jurisdictions. 

As  em  example  of  the  problem  raised  if  this  rule  is  not 
followed,  consider  the  Resolution  assumption  for  a  two  percent 
Federal  employment  reduction.  The  302(a)  allocations  provided  by 
the  Budget  Committees  to  the  Appropriations  Committees  carried  an 


Digitized  by 


Google 


341 

"assunptlon"  —  in  the  form  of  a  "negative  allowance"  —  that 
this  policy  reduction  would  be  implemented.   Yet  the  Resolution 
made  no  other  provision  for  implementing  this  change,  and  as  a 
practical  matter  the  Appropriations  Committees  would  find  such  a 
policy  difficult  if  not  impossible  to  implement,  except  in  a 
piecemeal  fashion.  The  result  is  that  the  $800  million  in  FY 
1983  savings  assumed  through  this  action  will  almost  certainly  be 
lost. 

Similarly,  the  302 (ai)  allocation  assumed  a  $700  million 
reduction  in  the  "freeze  base*  due  to  FY  1982  pay  absorption. 
Yet  the  FY  1982  levels  provided  to  the  Appropriations  Committees 
did  not  call  for  these  offsets.  As  a  result,  the  horse  is  now 
out  of  the  barn,  as  there  is  no  practical  way  for  the 
Appropriations  Committees  to  reduce  FY  1982  budget  authority  in 
any  manner  consistent  with  the  Resolution's  policy  intent. 
Hence,  these  FY  1983  savings  will  almost  certainly  be  lost. 
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(4)   Focus  on  Discretionary  Spending 

For  all  these  reasons,  I  would  urge  the  Committee  to  consider 
methods  to  transform  the  302 (a) /(b)  allocation  process  so  that  it 
concentrates  exclusively  on  that  area  of  spending  that  the 
Appropriations  Committees  can  control  —  truly  discretionary 
spending. 

You  may  wish  to  consider  ways  of  distinguishing  those 
programs  in  which  discretionary  action  by  the  Appropriations 
Committees  affects  current  year  program  levels  —  and  hence 
current  year  outlays.   While  there  are  historical  discrepancies 
between  the  House  and  Senate  Budget  Committees  over  program 
classifications,  I  do  not  believe  that  these  differences  need 
hamper  working  out  a  cooBon  set  of  definitions  solely  for  the 
purpose  of  Resolution  implementation  and  scorekeeping.  We  would 
welcome  the  opportunity  to  work  with  both  the  Committees,  if  you 


Digitized  by 


Google 


348 

believe  it  desirable,  to  arrive  at  a  common  set  o£  definitions 
£or  this  purpose  that  the  Administration  would  then  accept  for 
scorekeeping  purposes.   I  hope  you  will  Oall  on  us  if  we  may  be 
of  help  in  this  regard. 

Enhancing  the  Reconciliation  Process 

if  in  fact  the  302  (a) /(b)  process  is  limited  to  that  which  it 
can  reasonably  accomplish,  it  then  follows  that  all  other  policy 
assumptions  should  be  reconciled  to  the  appropriate  authoriging 
Committees. 

This  practice  has  generally  been  followed  in  the 
"entitlements"  area,  though  I  must  note  that  the  Resolution 
failed  to  reconcile  all  of  the  assumed  entitlement  savings  this 
year.   In  other  areas,  however,  reconciliation  has  rarely  been 
used.  A  precedent  was  established  this  year  for  reconciling  user 
fees  to  the  Banking  and  Veterans*  Affairs  Committees.   I  believe 
it  would  be  2ui  important  step  forward  to  reconcile  all  user  fee 
assumptions  carried  in  the  Resolution  to  the  appropriate 
authorizing  Committees. 
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A  less  well  understood  area  where  Reconciliation  would  be 
appropriate  is  in  the  whole  notion  of  "management  savings."  For 
example,  this  year's  Resolution  calls  for  the  Executive  Branch  to 
raise  $1.3  billion  through  the  sale  of  real  property  and  the 
disposal  of  other  assets.   Despite  our  best  efforts,  however, 
there  are  a  number  of  statutory  impediments  to  implementation  of 
this  program  at  the  levels  assumed  by  the  Resolution.   Had 
Reconciliation  instructions  been  included  to  provide  for 
statutory  changes  needed  to  make  the  assumed  level  of  sales 
feasible,  the  assumed  targets  in  this  area  would  be  more  easily 
achieved.   As  it  now  stands,  as  previously  indicated,  we  expect 
to  realize  budget  savings  of  less  than  25%  of  the  Resolution 
assumptions,  absent  statutory  changes. 

Implications  of  Tighter  Implementation  Procedures 

I  am  aware,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  rendering  these  policy 
assumptions  enforceable  may  make  it  more  difficult  to  obtain  the 
consensus  necessary  to  fashion  a  Budget  Resolution.   Yet  given 
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the  magnitude  of  the  task  before  us,  I  believe  it  important  that 
we  retain  credibility  before  the  American  public.  Prom  the 
standpoint  of  the  taxpayers  emd  the  financial  markets,  100%  of 
$60  billion  in  real  policy  action  is  clearly  superior  to  40%  of 
$100  billion  in  asserted  "savings," 

we  cannot  wait  for  the  Second  Budget  Resolution  to  try  to 
reconcile  budget  targets  with  actual  spending  levels.   It  occurs 
too  late  to  implement  most  changes  with  significant  budgetary 
impact,  particularly  in  the  direct  spending  area.  The  regular 
appropriations  and  authorization  process  has  already  occurred  by 
this  time.  Only  by  translating  all  First  Resolution  policy 
assumptions  into  concrete  action  through  the  Reconciliation 
process  can  we  hope  to  develop  budget  resolutions  that  are 
credible  instruments  of  Congressional  will. 

Credit  Activities 

In  the  area  of  credit  activity,  the  Administration  has 
already  testified  in  support  of  efforts  to  establish  credit 
ceilings  in  the  Budget  Resolution  and  limit  new  loan  obligations 
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and  new  guarantee  comfflitments  through  the  appropriations  process. 
These  measures  would  clearly  provide  Congress  a  meeuis  to 
establish   fiscal  priorities  in  the  credit  area.     However,    aone  of 
the  implementation  issues  raised  earlier  in  our  discussions  today 
are  also  relevant  to  credit  activities. 

Your  Committee  may  want  to  consider  allowing  a  point  o£  order 
to  be  made  on  the  floor  when  a  subcoanittee  *  s  credit  allocation 
or  suballocations  would  be  exceeded  by  a  particular  piece  of 
legislation.     Generally,   any  implementation  mechanism  adopted 
with  regard  to  committee  or  subcommittee  allocations  should  be 
reviewed  for   its  applicability  to  credit  activities. 

REFORMS   REQOIRED  TO   IMPLEMENT  A   STATUTORY   BMANCED   BODGET 

The  Committee  has  asked  that  I  comment  explicitly  on  S.   2921, 
the  Balanced  Budget  Enforcement  Act  of  1982,   introduced  recently 
by  Senator  Chiles.     His  amendments  to  the  Budget  Act  are  designed 
to  implement  the  goals  of  a  Constitutional  amendment  to  balance 
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the  budget.      Specifically,    the  First  Budget  Resolution  would  be 
required  to  show  a  balance  of  outlays  and  revenues,    except  in  a 
recession,    when  the  requirement  could  be  waived  by  a  majority 
vote.      For  any  year  for  which  outlays  would  exceed  current  law 
revenues,   a  deficit  reduction  instruction  —  analagous  to  the 
current  reconciliation  instruction  —  of  sufficient  magnitude  to 
eliminate   the  deficit  would   be   required  with  the  First  Budget 
Resolution.      Unanticipated  deficits  not  paid  back  by  a  mid-year 
deficit  reduction  bill  would  be  financed  by  a  temporary  tax 
surcharge  the   following  year.      Deficits   incurred  during  a 
recession  when  the  waiver  provision  is   invoked  would   trigger  a 
requirement  for   a   "payback"   surplus   in  subsequent  budget 
resolutions. 

As   I  have  previously   testified  before  the  Congress,    I  am 
skeptical  about  the  capacity  of  simple  statutory  changes  to 
provide  the  sort  of  fundamental  discipline  needed  to  bring   the 
budget  into  balance.      Indeed,    it   is  a  premise  of  the  drive  to 
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adopt  a  Constitutional  amendment  to  balance  the  budget  that# 
absent  Constitutional  limitations,  statutory  limitations  are 
incapable  under  current  circumstances  of  substantially  reducing 
deficits.  To  the  extent  that  this  is  true,  .the  Chiles  amendments 
provide  no  disciplines  not  already  present.  But  clearly,  if 
Congress  would  adhere  to  the  framework  suggested  by  S.  2921,  it 
would  be  a  highly  significant  step  towards  a  return  of  fiscal 
responsibility. 

If  the  Chiles  bill  were  enacted,  an  additional  limitation  on 
tax  increases  to  increases  in  national  income  would  be  essential 
to  ensure  that  the  Deficit  Reduction  Bill  did  not  balance  the 
budget  on  the  backs  of  the  taxpayer.   The  Chiles  proposal  to 
limit  revenues  to  the  current  percent  of  GNP  is  inadequate  in 
this  regard.  S.  2921  also  provides  for  a  temporary  tax  surcharge 
in  the  year  following  one  in  which  unanticipated  deficits  occur. 
Given  the  difficulty  of  forecasting  budget  aggregates  and  the 
limited  usefulness  of  reconcilation  late  in  the  fiscal  year,  a 
string  of  temporary  tax  increases  might  be  the  practical  result 
of  this  provision.   It  would  be  important  to  eliminate  any  such 
tax  bias  from  the  Chiles  proposal. 
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Biennial  Budgeting 

One  of  the  competing  approaches  to  Budget  Act  reform  that  has 
gathered  considerable   interest  and  deserves  mention  is  biennial 
budgeting.     Most  of   the  biennial  budgeting  bills  are  based  on  the 
idea  of  simply  stretching  out  the  existing  budget  process  with 
authorizing   legislation  considered  in  the  first  session  of 
Congress  and  budget  and  appropriations  matters   in  the  second 
session.     Congress  would  have  more  time  to  consider  authorizing 
legislation.     However,   all  the  problems  with   lack  of 
implementation  mechanisms  early   in  the  annual  budget  process   that 
I  mentioned  earlier  would  be  aggrevated  by  a  two-year  budget 
process.     This  would  truly  be  trying  to  control  the  horses  after 
the  barnyard  door  has  been  left  open.... left  open  in  this  case 
for  eighteen  months  to  two  years. 

The  Roth  biennial  budgeting  bill,   S.   2629,  on  the  other  hand, 
puts  the  budget  and  appropriations  process   in  the  first  year  and 
the  authorization  process   in  the  second  year.     This  would  at 
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least  give  Congress  a  means  to  establish  fiscal  priorities  at  the 
beginning  of  the  budget  process.      Yet  S.2629   is  silent  on  the 
question  of  how  Congress  would  be  expected  to  revise   its  budget 
totals  to  reflect  changing  economic  developments.      Given  the 
hazards  of  forecasting,    it  seems  that  an  annual  update   in  budget 
totals  would  be  needed  minimally,    in  which  case  biennial 
budgeting  would  not  seem  that  different  from  the  current  system. 
The  greatest  difference  would  be  the  provision  for  two-year 
appropriations  and  authorizations.     These  proposals,   of  course, 
could  be  implemented     without  shifting  to  a  complete  biennial 
budgeting  process. 

Capital  Budgeting 

Over  the  past  few  months,   considerable  interest  has  been 
expressed  in  the  notion  of  developing  a  Federal  "capital  budget. " 
Noting  the  significant  amount  of  current  year  obligations  made  to 
finance  projects  and  activities  with  many  years  of  useful  life, 
proponents  argue  that  the  costs  associated  with  such  projects 
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should  be  depreciated  over   the  useful  life  of  the  investment, 
rather  than  treated  as  an  annual  expenditure  during   the  year  of 
obligation.     This  treatment,    it  is  argued,   would  more  closely 
parallel  the  treatment  of  capital  expenditures  by  the  private 
sector   and   by  state  and   local  governments. 

The  Private  Sector  Analogy 

While  capital  budgeting  may  well  make  sense  under  certain 
carefully  defined  circumstances,  I  believe  we  should  proceed  with 
caution  before  converting  any  significant  portion  of  the  current 
Federal  budget  into  a  separate  capital  account. 

In  the  private  sector,  depreciation  treatment  of  capital 
expenditures  makes  sound  economic  sense.   Since  investments  are 
made  with  the  hope  of  future  profit,  it  is  correct  to  associate 
the  costs  of  consuming  capital  with  the  revenues  generated 
through  capital  consumption.   If  this  treatment  were  not 
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folloifed,    a  distorted  picture  of  future  profits  would  emerge. 
Profits  would  be  understated  in  years  in  which  capital 
investments  were  made,   and  overstated  in  those  years  when  no 
investments  were  made  but  during  which  revenues  were  generated 
through  the  use  of  previously  purchased  capital  goods. 

It  is   important  to  note  that  the  Federal  government  suffers 
no  simlar  distortions  from  current  accounting  methods,   because  we 
do  not  recognize  "profit  and  loss"   from  Federal  operations. 
Hence,   depreciation  treatment  of  capital  expenditures  alone  would 
add  nothing   to  our  perception  of  government's  "bottom  line." 

A  second  and  related  problem  with  drawing  on  private  sector 
treatment  as  a  justification  for  a  capital  budget  is  that  the 
Federal  government  often  makes   investments   in  pursuit  of 
unquantifiable  future  benefits  for  the  public  at  large.     Unlike 
the  private  sector,   %rtiere  a  common  denominator  measure  of 
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performance  is  available   in   the   form  of   revenues  denominated   in 
dollars  and  cents,   it  is  probably   impossible  —  and   in  many 
instances,    highly  undesirable  —  to  quantify   the  benefits  of 
Federal  capital  investments   in  a  way   that  would  closely  match  the 
normal  notion  of   "depreciation."     For  exaunple,    the  national 
defense  has  no  "fair  market  value."     Even   if  we  knew  more  closely 
the  dollar-denominated  stream  of  costs   associated  with  prior 
capital  investments   in  weapons  systems  and  other  defense  capital, 
it   is  not  clear  how  this  would  help  make  more  rational  decisions 
about  defense   investments. 

Judging  Public  Investments 

The  method  now  used  to  make  decisions  about  public 
investments   is  probably  a   reasonable  guide.      In  many  public 
projects,   we  determine  a  cost-benefit  analysis  based  on 
discounted  present  values.      This  method   is  hardly  perfect  in 
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The  Administration  is  studying  the  question  of  better  reflecting 
the  effects  of  capital  expenditures  in  the  budget  process.   It  is 
clear  that  new  information  on  this  subject  could  be  generated, 
and  presented  along  side  the  annual  budget  submission.  The 
advantages  of  such  methods  must  be  evaluated,  however,  in  light 
of  a  number  of  potential  disadvantages  that  would  arise  were  the 
notion  of  a  capital  budget  to  represent  a  departure  from  the 
present  cash  accounting  methods  of  the  unified  budget. 
Specifically: 

If  a  capital  budget  meant  splitting  out  capital  expenditures 
from  the  budget  altogether ,  and  handling  them  separately: 
— It  would  become  more  difficult  to  evaluate  program 
priorities.  There  may  be  programmatic  alternatives  to 
capital  expenditures;  alternately,  new  capital  expenditures 
might  be  a  preferred  solution  to  continuing  present  leasing 
arrangements  or  grant-making  procedures.   It  would  be 
difficult  to  establish  such  trade-offs  unless  the  overall 
budget  for  a  given  program  is  considered  as  a  unified 
whole. 
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— It  could  create  a  strong  bias  toward  expansion  of  capital 
spending,  regardless  of  need.  If  "capital  expenditures" 
were  financed  by  "long  term  financing"  while  "operating 
expenditures"  were  financed  by  taxes  and  deficit  spending , 
there  would  be  strong  pressure  to  make  the  definition  of 
"capital  expenditure"  as  expansive  as  possible.  If  outlays 
for  "investments  in  human  capital"  could  be  depreciated 
over  a  long  period  of  time  rather  than  considered  as  annual 
expenses,  new  programs  would  press  to  be  created  on  the 
grounds  that  spending  only  cost  5  cents  to  10  cents  on  the 
dollar. 

If,  on  th^  other  hand,  a  capital  budget  simply  meant 
depreciation  treatment  for  certain  expenditures  within  the 
unified  budget; 

— Such  treatment  would  be  an  accounting  anomoly.   In  the 
private  sector,  the  "income  statement/balance  sheet"  method 
of  accounting  embraces  accrual  accounting  and  reserves 
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— It  could  create  a  strong  bias  toward  expansion  of  capital 
spending r  regardless  of  need.  If  "capital  expenditures" 
were  financed  by  "long  term  financing"  while  "operating 
expenditures"  were  financed  by  taxes  and  deficit  spending ^ 
there  would  be  strong  pressure  to  make  the  definition  of 
"capital  expenditure"  as  expansive  as  possible.  If  outlays 
for  "investments  in  human  capital"  could  be  depreciated 
over  a  long  period  of  time  rather  than  considered  as  annual 
expenses,  new  programs  would  press  to  be  created  on  the 
grounds  that  spending  only  cost  5  cents  to  10  cents  on  the 
dollar. 

It,   on  the  other  hand,  a  capital  budget  simply  meant 
depreciation  treatment  for  certain  expenditures  within  the 
unified  budget; 

— Such  treatment  would  be  an  accounting  anomoly.   In  the 
private  sector,  the  "income  statement/balance  sheet"  method 
of  accounting  embraces  accrual  accounting  and  reserves 
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against  unfunded  liabilities  as  well  as  depreciation  of 
capital  investments.   Selecting  out  only  depreciation  as  an 
expensing  method  would  provide  a  severely  distorted  picture 
of  the  financial  condition  of  the  Federal  government. 

I  would  encourage  the  Committee  to  keep  these  problems  in  mind  in 
evaluating  proposals  in  this  area. 

No  Compelling  Reasons  for  Major  departures 

In  all,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  recommend  serious  study  before 
we  attempt  major  departures  from  the  present  logic  or  methods  of 
the  Budget  Act.   We  are  learning  rapidly  under  the  present 
system,  and  are  finding  the  sort  of  procedural  improvements 
needed  to  make  it  work  well  without  substantial  statutory  change. 
I  hope  the  Committee  will  consider  the  recommendations  I  have 
made  along  these  lines. 
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STATEMENT  OF  HON.  DELBERT  LATTA,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CX)NGRESS 
FROM  THE  STATE  OF  OHIO 

MR.  CHAIRMAN.  I  am  pleased  to  offer  to  your  Committee  my  views  on 

posslbllltes  for  reform  of  the  budget  process.  Whatever  modifications  of  the 

process  may  eventually  occur  will  have  to  receive  a  consensus  from  both  Houses 

of  Congress.  I  commend  the  Committee  therefore  for  seeking  the  advice  from 

Members  of  the  House  bf  Representatives. 

By  and  large,  the  Budget  Act  has  worked  well  since  its  Inception  In  1974. 
Despite  the  problem  of  runaway  deficits  the  last  two  years,  the  process  has 
proved  flexible  enough  to  accommodate  myriad  interests,  while  making 
substantial  progress  In  controlling  federal  spending. 

As  this  committee  Is  well  aware,  federal  spending  grew  by  an  average  14%  per 
year  the  last  3  years.  In  1983  we  expect  that  to  decline  to  a  6%  growth  rate. 
That  Is  real  progress!  Any  process  that  could  survive  the  recession  and 
political  tensions  of  the  last  two  years  Is  basically  a  sound  system. 

If  any  changes  are  warranted  in  the  Act,  the  current  session  of  Congress,  with 
the  economic  and  poUtlcal  pressures  that  Members  face.  Is  probably  not  the 
best  time  to  make  reasoned  judgnents.  Changes  In  the  process  should  be 
focussed  li^two  areas:  making  the  budget  process  more  effective  In  controlling 
spending,  and  making  It  less  disruptive  of  the  legislative  process  as  a  whole. 

Moreover,  I  would  point  out  that  changes  In  the  budget  process  should  not  be 
confused  with  attempts  to  mandate  balanced  budgets.  The  budget  process  Is 
simply  a  tool  we  should  use  to  Implement  the  policies  we  have  selected. 
Suggestions  to  amend  the  Budget  Act  to  require  balanced  budgets  confuses  the 
issues  of  having  a  more  effective  process  with  that  of  the  deslreablllty  of  a 
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balanced  budget. 

Proposed  Changes 

One  Binding  Budget  Resolution 

Experience  has  shown  that  the  first  resolution  has  for  all  practical  purposes 
becomes  a  binding  resolution.  The  amount  of  time  and  effort  devoted  to 
developing  one  resolution  makes  a  second  resolution  undesireable  and 
unnecessary.  Making  the  first  resolution  binding— with  reconciliation— and 
allowing  for  optional  revised  resolutions  (as  we  currently  do)  would  be  a 
desireable  change.  This  does  not  address  the  issue  of  the  timetable  to  follow 
in  enacting  a  budget  resolution.  It  is  conceivable  one  would  want  to  adjust 
the  timetable  if  only  one  resolution  were  required  each  year.  I  have  no 
recommendation  on  that. 

Two  Year  Budget  Cycle 

Proposals  to  adopt  a  two-year  budget  and  appropriations  cycle  have  been 
advanced  in  an  attempt  to  offer  .Congress  more  reasoned  decision  making  and 
oversight  capabilities.  The  goal  is  desireable,  but  the  method  is  probably 
not.  Congress  needs  the  flexibility  associated  with  yearly  decision-making, 
particularly  because  changes  in  the  economy  can  so  rapidly  and  drastically 
affect  the  decisions  we  do  make.  Enforcing  the  current  timetable  is 
preferable  to  extending  it. 

Enforcement 

This  year,  the  significance  of  the  section  302  allocation  process  has  become 
apparent  to  all.  Congress  has  discovered  that  the  functional  levels  enacted 
in  the  First  Budget  Resolution— after  months  of  negotiations --are  not  In  any 
sense  binding.  Tradeoffs  between  the  various  functions  in  the  budet. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


361 


developed  ater  a  prolonged  negotiation  bet««een  both  parties  In  each  House  of 
Congress,  can  disintegrate  during  Internal  negotiations  within  the 
Appropriations  CoMilttee.  By  reallocating  the  total  sums  available  to  them, 
as  the  Committee  has  the  authority  to  do.  Appropriations  can  shift  massive 
funds  from  one  function  to  another.  The  Appropriations  bills  are  then 
technically  "within  the  budget"  as  defined  by  the  Appropriations  Committee, 
though  they  may  be  many  billions  over  the  agreed  targets  In  specific  areas. 
The  Congress  should  seriously  consider  the  wisdom  of  the  current  allocation 
process,  and  consider  changes  which  would  more  accurately  represent  and 
Implement  the  will  of  the  Congress.  Making  functional  ceilings  binding  and 
subject  to  a  point  of  order  would  be  one  way  to  achieve  this. 

Reconciliation  -  Budget  Committee  Role 

Currently,  no  express  authority  exists  for  enforcement  of  reconciliation.  If 
committees  do  not  reach  the  targets  set  In  their  reconciliation  Instructions, 
the  Budget  Committee  can  do  little  more  than  request  the  aid  of  the  Rules 
Committee  In  making  amendments  In  order  on  the  floor.  This  year.  In  1982, 
this  deficiency  In  the  process  became  apparent  as  5  of  the  9  House  committees 
Instructed  In  Reconciliation  failed  to  meet  their  targets.  If  It  were  not  for 
the  actions  of  the  conferees,  the  savings  targets  for  these  committees  might 
hardly  have  been  achieved.   If  we  would  have  reconciliation  In  order  to 
achieve  the  policies  outlined  In  the  resolution,  the  Budget  Committees  should 
be  charged  with  seeing  that  those  Instructions  are  complied  with.  They  should 
have  the  tools  necessary  to  do  so.  Specifically,  the  Budget  Committees  should 
have  express  authority  to  amend  or  substitute— prior  to  floor  consideration— 
for  any  portion  of  the  reconciliation  bill  not  In  compliance  with  the 
Instructions.  If  a  committee  does  not  report  a  bill,  the  Budget  Committee 
should  have  explicit  authority  to  do  so. 
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STATENEKT  OF  JAHES  R.  JONES.  CHAIRHMI 
OF  THE 
HOUSE  BUDGET  COMNinEE 
BEFORE  THE 
SEHATE  BUDGET  COmiTTEE 


Mr.  Chaiman,  MeMbers  of  the  Cxmmittee,   I  want  to  thank  you  for  allowing  ae 
to  testify  before  you  to  discuss  possible  laproveaents  In  the  Congressional 
Budget  Act.  During  my   tenure  as  Chalraan  of  the  House  Budget  CoMilttee,  I  have 
seen  the  budget  process  put  to  the  test  In  effectuating  policy  decisions  during 
some   rather  difficult  econonlc  tlaes  for  this  country.  As  an  Insider  looking 
at  the  budget  process,  I  believe  the  process  works.  It  allows  Congress  to  set 
priorities  and  subsequently  gives  us  the  tools  necessary  to  enforce  those 
decisions. 

Today,  however,  we  find  the  congressional  budget  process  to  be  the  focal 
point  for  a  series  of  attacks  by  many  Inside  Cbngress  who  see  the  process  as  little 
more  than  an  obstacle  to  the  orderly  conduct  of  congressional  business.  The  basis 
for  most  of  the  dissent  has  been  the  problems  associated  with  Implementation  of 
unrealistic  budget  resolutions,  the  product  of  political  gimmickry.  The  conflicts 
have  been  practical  as  authorizing  and  appropriations  committees  have  had  to  come 
to  terms  with  spending  priority  decisions  made  In  advance  by  a  majority  vote  of 
Congress  on  concurrent  resolutions  on  the  budget  which  In  many  cases  have  been 
based  on  unrealistic  economic  and  other  assunptlons.  At  least  this  abuse  of  the 
budget  process  was  not  Instigated  or  sanctioned  by  the  House  Budget  Committee, 
the  ccmnlttee  resolutions  have  been  amended  on  the  floor  —  we  have  had  to  live 
with  the  consequences. 

.  The  budget  process  has  been  a  useful  tool  In  affording  Congress  the  power  to 
set  national  spending  priorities.  It  has,  moreover,  proved  its  effectiveness  as 
an  enforcement  tool  once  Congress  ha&  established  those  priorities.  Unfortunately, 
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1t  has  been  that  enforcement  quality  which  has  been  the  sticking  point  as  committees 
of  Congress  have  been  faced  with  the  policy  implications  of  considerable  budgetary 
restraint  coupled  with  unrealistic  budget  assumptions. 

Particularly  during  the  97th  Congress,  we  have  seen  a  retrenchment  In  many 
government  programs.  These  policy  decisions  have  been  reflected  In  concurrent 
resolutions  on  the  budget  and  have  been  Implemented  through  provisions  In  the 
Congressional  Budget  Act.  The  budget  plans  adopted  In  the  97th  Congress  envisioned 
major  cutbacks  and  revisions  In  many  government  programs. 

The  budget  resolutions  dictated,  to  the  respective  committees  of  each  house, 
orders  to  Implement  unpopular  spending  and  revenue  decisions.  As  a  consequence, 
members  of  authorizing,  tax-writing  and  appropriations  comnlttees  alike  were  faced 
with  most  difficult  legislative  choices. 

The  Problems  of  Delayed  Appropriations 

One  of  the  common  criticisms  levelled  against  the  budget  process  Is  that  It 
has  undercut  the  normal  legislative  processes  of  Congress;  that  It  has  gummed  up 
the  works.  Some  members  of  the  Appropriations  Committee  believe  that  the  Budget 
Act  Is  the  reason  why  Congress  has  had  so  much  difficulty  acting,  pointing  to  the 
ever-decreasing  number  of  appropriations  bills  passed  before  the  beginning  of  the 
new  fiscal  year.  Is  the  budget  process  to  be  blamed  as  the  Impediment  to 
legislative  progress? 

Defenders  of  the  Budget  Act  rebut  the  critics  by  citing  the  factual  evidence 
that,  even  when  Congress  adopted  a  first  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget  \Jn 
a* timely  manner,  many  appropriations  measures  were  not  enacted  into  law  prior  to 
the  beginning  of  the  fiscal  year. 

I  am  including,  as  part  of  my  testimony,  two  charts  depicting  the  historic 
inability  of  Congress  to  pass  funding  bills  prior  to  the  beginning  of  the  new 
fiscal  year.  The  first  chart  of  three  tables  was  offered  In  connection  with 
testlmoriy  by  Rep.  Aspin  during  hearings  on  the  budget  process  by  a  House  Rules 
Committee  Task  Force.  It  shows  a  decline  in  the  number  of  appropriations  bills 
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adopted  prior  to  the  start  of  the  fiscal  year  without  regard  to  the  date  of 
passage  of  the  first  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget.  I  alght  note  that 
late  passage  of  budget  resolutions  has  not  been  solely  the  result  of  congressional 
Inaction  or  In-house  bickering.  Fonwlatlon  of  budget  plans  for  each  of  fiscal 
years  1981,  1982,  and  1983  was  marked  by  Increased  consultation  and  negotiation 
with  the  executive  branch.  Consideration  of  Federal  budgets  for  fiscal  years 
1982  and  1983  was  marked  by  protracted  negotiations  between  Congress  and  the  White 
House.  The  failure  of  the  executive  branch  to  propound  realistic  budgets  has 
made  the  duties  of  Congress  under  the  Budget  Act  all  the  more  difficult  and  has 
caused  delay. 

The  second  chart,  prepared  by  the  General  Accounting  Office,  examines  the 
late  enactment  of  appropriations  bills  over  a  twenty-year  period.  Interestingly 
enough,  the  GAO  report  cites  marked  Improvement  In  the  late  appropriations 
situation  following  enactment  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974.  The 
defenders  of  the  budget  process  would  cite  this  empirical  evidence  as  conclusive 
proof  that  the  budget  process  Is  not  to  blame  for  the  slowdown  In  moving 
appropriations  bills  to  the  President's  desk. 

I,  on  the  other  hand,  contend  that  the  budget  process  is^  to  be  blamed  as  an 
impediment  to  the  legislative  progress— Indirectly.  For  It  is  the  budget  process 
which  has  allowed  Congress  to  set  national  policy  and  has  forced  Congress  to 
follow  through  on  Its  own  commitment.  The  lengthy  debate  during  consideration 
of  the  budget  resolution  is  proved  meaningful  only  by  the  Implementation  of  \^ 
budget  policy  in  actions  by  authorizing  and  appropriations  committees— a  process 
that  Is  understandably  delayed  in  the  context  of  budgetary  restraint,  an  uncertain 
economy!  and  widespread  confusion  of  budget  figures. 

How,  then,  do  we  respond  to  the  problems  of  the  critics?  How  are  we,  as 
Congress,  to  assure  the  timely  consideration  and  enactment  of  funding  legislation 
for  the  operations  of  government  and  avoid  government  by  continuing  resolution? 
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HuUI-Year  Authorizations 

One  proposal  to  iaprove  the  system  has  been  to  allow  appropriations  bills, 
supported  by  enacted  authorizations,  to  move  forMard  without  a  budget  resolution 
in  place.  I  feel  such  a  solution  would  defeat  the  need  for  a  congressional  budget. 
Penal tting  revenue  and  spending  bills  to  go  forward  prior  to  adoption  of  a 
concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget  would  subvert  the  usefulness  of  the  resolution. 
Such  a  proposal  would  eliminate  the  Impetus  for  adoption  of  a  congressional  budget. 
As  a  consequence.  Congress  could  lose  the  role  in  budget  policy  which  it  regained 
through  passage  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974. 

As  a  less  drastic  alternative,  I  propose  that  Congress  get  away  from  its 
dependency  on  single-year  authorizations.  Many  authorizations  presently  addressing 
only  one  year  can  easily  be  regeared  to  cover  multiple  years  without  any  risk  to 
congressional  oversight  or  policy  making.  In  fact,  this  tack  would  free  up 
authorizing  conwittees  to  better  fulfill  legislative  oversight  mandates.  This 
approach  would  remove  a  potentially  major  block  to  action  on  appropriations  bills. 
Many  legislative  actions  previously  a  matter  of  course  could  be  lifted  from  the 
weight  of  the  congressional  workload. 

Balanced  Budget  Amendment 

Perhaps  the  most  dangerous  force  putting  pressure  on  the  whole  budget 
process  has  been  the  move  to  adopt  a  constitutional  amendment  mandating  a 
balanced  Federal  budget.  The  Senate-passed  version  of  the  amendment  contains    I 
language,  economic  theories  and  definitions  which  are  decidedly  unworthy  of  the 
document  which  is  the  basic  foundation  of  our  system  of  law.  The  seemingly 
unlimited  powers  granted  to  Federal  courts  and  the  President  could  make 
revolutionary  changes  in  the  checks  and  balances  of  our  Federal  system.  In 
practical  economic  terms,  such  an  amendment  would  remove  any  needed  flexibility 
in  fiscal  policy  from  the  government  in  dealing  with  economic  fluctuations. 
Even  the  most  conservative  economists  argue  that  there  are  times  when  deficit 
financing-  Is  appropriate  and  when  a  surplus  would  be  bad  for  the  econoiny. 


99-812   0   -   83   -   2»* 

Digitized  by 


Google 


-5- 

No  law,  no  constUutlonal  a-endnent.  no  pious  speech  c»n  substitute  for 
r.w  courage  and  intellectual  honesty  Igr  the  individual  Ilerf>ers  of  Congress.     That 
was  what  was  Bissing  again  and  again  during' the  97th  Congress.  %*eB  so  paicr^ 
gave  blind  faith  to  an  econo«ic  theory  whose  nmben  for  balancing  the  budget 
sii^ly  did  not  add  up.     In  fact,  the  econo«ic  decisions  aade  in  this  Congress 
and  projected  over  the  1981-1985  period  created  $693  billion  of  new  Federal 
debt,  41  percent  of  the  entire  Federal  debt  created  in  this  history  of  the 
country.     I  can  only  think  that  the  constitutional  amend^t  is  an  attest  to 
atone  for  th6se  fiscal  sins  of  the  past  two  years.     If  we  are  serious  about 
balancing  the  Federal  budget.   I  urge  that  we  look  first  to  the  tools  we  already 
have  to  control  spending  and  Uxing. 

Experience  has  taught  us  that  sooe  aspects  of  the  budget  pr*ocess  can  be 
refined  to  better  utilize  the  resources  of  the  Congress  and  its  committees.     In 
fact,  the  procedures  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  serve  as  an  appropriate 
vehicle  for  Congress*  attempt     to  balance  the  Federal  budget.     Through  the  rigors 

of  the  budget  process,  we  have  a  nechanlsn  to  put  our  fiscal  house  in  order. 
It  Is  with  this  In  mind  that  I   Introduced  H.  R.   7123,  a  bill  to  amend  the 
Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974  and  to  strengthen  the  budget  process. 
H.R.  7123:  A  SUtutory  Approach  to  a  Balanced  Budget 

In  WQf  bill,  the  President  would  first  be  required  to  submit  a  balanced 
budget  to  Congress.     Subsequently,  the  Connittees  on  the  Budget  would  be  required 
to  report  out  a  balanced  budget  to  their  respective  houses.     In  both  Instances, 
the  President  could  submit,  or  the  Budget  Committee  could  report,  a  budget  not 
in  balance  if  a  balanced  budget  was  deemed  infeasible,  presumaSly  by  reason  of 
economic  necessity  or  national  se^ri^.     This  provision  vould  force  all  parties 
involved  in  the  budget  making  process  to  submit  balanced  budgets  despite  the 
national  economic  situation.     The  discussion  from  such  an  exercise  vould  be 
invaluable  and  could  facilitate  multi-year  priority  setting. in. the  budget 
orocess. 
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Controlled  Federal  Spending 
H.  R.  7123  also  provides  for  a  reduction  In  Federal  spending  as  a  proportion 
of  gross  national  product,  as  a  transition  to  a  balanced  budget.     Beginning  with 
fiscal  year  1984,  the  Committees  on  the  Budget  would  be  required  to  report  budget 
resolutions  In  which  outlays  could  not  exceed  a  specified  percentage  of  trend 
GNP,  until  fiscal  year  1987     when      outlays  could  not  exceed  20  percent  of 
trend  GNP.     To  safeguard  against  unforseen  fluctuations  In  the  gross  national 
proouct,  the  bill  utilizes  a  yardstick  based  upon  historical   trends.    The 
spending  limitation  would  replace  lip  service  with  a  real  sign  to  the  American 
public  that  we  are  serious  about  limiting  the  size  of  the. Federal, J nfluence  In 
the  Nation's  econory.     It  would  further  serve  to  dissuade  proponents  of  balanced 
budgeting  from  bridging  budget  shortfalls  solely  through  tax  measures. 

Super  Majority  Vote  to  Breach  Ceilings  or  Floors 

Among  the  most  Important  provisions  of  my  bill  which  would  lend  further  credibility 
to  the  budget  prbcess  Is  the  requirement  of  a  vote  of  three-fifths  of  the  members 
voting  to  waive  the  spending  celling  or  revenue  floor  for  any  bill  exceeding  those 
threshold  levels  In  the  budget  previously  adopted.     While  I  have  reservations 
about  af\y.  "supermajorlty"  provision,  I  believe  that  such  a  provision  Is  much  more 
appropriately  applicable  at  the  stage  of  enforcing  budget  limits  rather  than 
establishing  the  budget  In  the  first  place.     This  measure  would  force  Congress  to 
stick  to  Its  guns  once  decisions  had  been  made  on  a  budget  resolution. 

H.R.  7123  also  streamlines  the  budget  process  by  eliminating  a  mandatory 
second  budget  resolution.    Making  a  f1rs.t  budget  resolution  binding  more  accurately 
reflects  the  realities  of  the  budget  process  and  would  free  up  the  congressional 
schedule  In  the  fall.     This  past  session's  experience  has  shown  us  that  the    . 
method  Is  workable  although  some  means  for  facilitating  the  Incorporation  of 
technical,  economic,  and  other  adjustments  to  the  first  budget  resolution  must 
be  found. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


368 


-7- 

ReconciHatlon  In  First  Budget  Resolution 
My  bill  would  clarify  the  suitability  of  reconciliation  as  part  of  the  first 
budget  resolution.  The  past  three  sessions  of  Congress  have  shown  the  value  of 
reconciliation  as  a  tool  to  cut  the  enormous  Federal  budget  deficits  wreaking 
havoc  with  the  Nation's  finances.  The  reconciliation  process  should  provide  ample 
opportunity  for  all  authorizing  comnittees  of  the  Congress  to  have  input  into  a 
coordinated  effort  in  deciding  on  program  funding  as  a  way  of  Implementing  the 
budget  resolution.  Indeed,  actual  program  funding  decisions  must  remain  within 
the  province  of  the  authorizing  committees.  Implementing  reconciliation  in  the 
first  resolution  affords  Congress  and  its  committees  more  time  to  make  hard 
decisions  than  the  timetable  sets  out  In  the  Budget  Act. 
Common  Economic  Assumptions 
Above  all  this,  n^  bill  devises  a  method  for  arriving  at  agreement  on  common 
economic  assumptions  between  the  parties  to  the  budget  process.  One  of  the  most 
frustrating  aspects  of  the  budget  process  is  the  persistent  game-playing  we  endure 
when  it  comes  to  economic  assumptions.  I  like  to  believe  that  the  House  Budget 
Coflinlttee  has  consistently  used  only  those  economic  assumptions  we  believe  to  be 
most  credible.  Others  devising  budget  plans  have  found  difficulty  avoiding  the 
temptation  to  use  economic  and  other  assumptions  they  know  to  be  wildly  optimistic. 
The  result  has  been  that  the  debate  over  the  Federal  budget  has  been  clouded  by 
the  debate  over  economic  assumptions  as  the  parties  attempt  to  compare  apples  and 
oranges.  My  proposal  would  have  us  all  looking  at  the  same  fruit  salad. 
Omnibus  Budget  Bill 
I  believe  other  reform  proposals  deserve  comment.  H.  Res.  602,  the  "Truth 
in  Budgeting  Resolution,"  introduced  in  the  House  by  Budget  Committee  Member 
David  Obey,  proposes  an  omnibus  budget  package.  The  package  would  Include  all 
spending  and  taxing  legislation  and  would  include,  as  the  last  title  of  an 
omnibus  budget  act,  a  plan  produced  by  the  Budget  Committee  setting  forth  overall 
spending  and  taxing  targets,  similar  to  the  current  formulation  of  a  budget 
resolution. 
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I  lend  my  qualified  support  to  the  Obey  proposal.  The  concept  Is  a  good 
one.  It  addresses  the  constant  criticism  that  formulating  the  framework  of  budget 
guidelines  has  become  so  time  consuming  that  Congress  has  little  time  to  attend 
to  the  other  Important  matters  of  lawmaking  before  It.  The  omnibus  budget  package 
would  be  an  up  front  attempt  to  put  real  meaning  Into  what  has  In  the  past  been 
a  vote  for  a  p|an  only.  Actual  spending  and  taxing  decisions  would  be  made 
alongside  overall  aggregate  budget  targets.  The  package  approach  would  make 
implementation  of  a  budget  plan  much  more  realistic.  Spending  and  tax  measures 
could  be  amended  during  a  single  extended  session  of  Congress  to  comply  with  the 
budget  plan  encompassed  In  the  final  title  of  the  omnibus  act. 

'  One  reservation  I  have  with  the  Obey  proposal  comes  In  the  legislative  form 
it  takes.'  Its  present  form,  as  a  proposed  change  In  the  Rules  of  the  House  of 
Representatives,  Is  a  major  threat  to  the  need  for  bicameral  cooperation  In  passing 
a  budget  plan  and  spending  and  taxing  measures..  Absent  parallel  changes  in 
Senate  rules,  many  of  the  elements  of  the  Budget  Act  of  1974  which  have  proven 
useful  and  valuable  would  be  rendered  moot. 

Biennial  Budgeting 
Another  proposal  which  I  view  with  .some  skepticism  is  the  call  for  a  biennial 
budget  process.  While  the  advent  of  multi-year  authorizations  and  appropriations 
for  all  Federal  spending  would  provide  Congress  with  the  opporutnlty  for  more 
oversight  activity,  I  question  whether  the  biennial  budgeting  proposals  now  before 
Congress  would  actually  reduce  our  workload  and  increase  oversight  or,  rather^,, 
would  result  in  little  additional  oversight  and  more  supplemental  appropriations  ' 
bills  and  revised  budget  resolutions.  As  I  mentioned  earlier,  multi-year 
authorizations  alone  may  suffice  In  giving  Congress  more  breathing  room  for 
conduction  oversight  and  investigations  as  an  element  of  evaluating  programs  for 
reauthorization,  as  well  as  better  facilitating  the  annual  appropriations  process. 
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Concluslon 
In  conclusion,  I  want  to  restate  and  amplify  ay  support  for  a  strong  budget 
process.  Since  enactment  of  the  Congressional  Budget  and  Inpoundment  Control  Act 
of  1974,  Congress  has  been  able  to  resume  Its  proper  role  In  shaping  national 
fiscal  and  economic  policy.  All  members  have  been  afforded  the  opportunity  to  take 
part  In  setting  down  the  guidelines  for  the  operations  of  the  government  through 
a  broad  debate  on  national  priorities.  The  Budget  Act  has  provided  a  sturdy  tool 
for  enforcing  those  priorities  during  consideration  of  authorizations  and 
appropriations  by  the  entire  Congress. 

Admittedly,  Congress  has  had  its  problems  with  formulating  budget  policy. 
But  clearly,  those  problems  have  been  more  political  than  procedural  under  the 
Budget  Act.  The  technical  flaws  of  the  process  are  not  fatal.  Most  can  be 
remedied  by  an  environment  of  cooperation  by  all  members  with  an  appreciation 
for  the  difficult  decisions  forced  by  troubling  deficit-ridden  Federal  budgeting. 
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TUU  1.      Boom  Coaiia«raCioa  of  Regular  Appropriation  Billi 


Fisc«l 

««Bber 
July 

Reported 
L    Sept 

In  House  By: 
1    Oct  1 

Huaber 

Passed  Bou 

se  By: 

Tear 

July  1 

SepC  1 

Oct  1 

1977 

12 

13 

11 

13 

13 

1978 

12 

12 

12 

12 

13 

1979 

11 

13 

10 

13 

13 

\1980 

11 

12 

5 

9 

12 

\1981 

7 

12 

2 

10 

12 

1982 

2 

9 

0 

5 

10 

1983 

0 

4 

0 

1 

TABLE  2.      Enactment  of  Regular  Appropriation  Bills 


Fiscal 

Number  Enacted  By 

HuBbec-5ot  Enacted 

Tear 

Start  of  Fiscal  Tear 

For  Fiscal  Tear 

1977 

13 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

5 

1982 

TABLE  3.     Timing  of  Section  302  Allocations   (Appropriations  Coomittee) 


Date 

Number  of  Days 

Between  Adoption 

First  Budget 
Resolution 

of  First  Budget 

Resolution  and: 

Fiscal 

302(b)  Report  of  the 

Report 

ing  of  First 

Tear 

Adopted 

Appropriations  Cmte. 
11   (May  24) 

Approp 
26 

riation  Bill 

1977 

May  13   (1976) 

(June  8) 

1978 

May  17   (1977) 

16   (June  2) 

16 

(June  2) 

•1979 

May  17   (1978) 

14   (May  31) 

^  15 

(June  1) 

1980 

May  24   (1979) 

14   (June  7) 

14 

(June  7) 

1981 

June  12  (1980) 

14  (June  26) 

1 

(June  13) 

1982  . 

May  21   (1981) 

21   (June  11) 

35 

(June  25) 

1983 

June  23  (1982) 

29   (July  22) 

48 

(Aug.  10) 

Excerpt  from  Testimony  before  the  Task  Force  on  the  Budget  Process  of  the  House 
Coomittee  on  Rules,  September  15»  1982. 
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Tabla 

1 

Lato 

CnactMHt   of 

Approrrlatioa   Btlla   •/ 

JiDDrof»riael< 

Ov«r    3d  Tears 

tfr  43 

-  ry  ^M 

Lato 

Lata 

Stratification  of 

DM    •Ills 

Aoereori'tiens   b/ 

Laaa 

than  1 
Mnth 

■ontbs 

3-«                •-• 

.«nt)w        ivntKo 

9-ia 

Total 
nufrtMr 

Par cant 

•oatiM 

jigrlcallnr*  and 
r«lat«d   agcncl** 

IS  of 

20 

90 

- 

0«f«n*«  • 

IS  of 

20 

90 

3 

'- 

Cnargy-Waiar 
(public  works) 

1ft  of 

20 

00 

- 

X 

ror«l9n  •••l*t*nc« 
•nd  r«l*t«d  proqrMm* 

19  of 

20 

95 

C 

J 

MUD  *nd   lndcp«nd«n« 
*9cncl«s  d/ 

IS  of 

20 

90 

- 

- 

Interior  and 

r«l«t«d  *9«nci«« 

1»  of 

30 

7$ 

- 

- 

L«bor,   HMS.    and 
r«l«t«d  •9cnci«a 

19   of 

20 

•S 

3 

J 

L«gl*l«tlv«  branch 

17  of 

20 

•5 

" 

1 

Military  conatructloo 

17   of 

20 

as 

I 

' 

ft«t«,   Juatic«, 

Cormmtcm,   Judiciary 
and   r«lat*d   a9«nci«a 

17  Of 

20 

•5 

11 

- 

- 

Transportation   and 
ralatcd  agancias 

11   of 

14    £/ 

79 

- 

1 

Traaaury,    Poatal,    and 
Cracutlva  Offica 

13  of 

_12 

ii 

- 

^ 

Ccvcrnaiant-wida 

Total 

193  of 

234 

33 

79 

13 

9 

Tar cent 

•s 

34 

ft 

4 

a/  Lata  anact««nt   aftar   ft/30   for   fiscal  yaars    19*2-7ft  and  aftar   9/30   for 
aubaaquant   fiscal   yaars. 

b/  Appropriations   catagerias  basad  on  •*'"€*"'• /"PP"*1V.'|'**J*''**'^**"^ 
"^   of  Treasury.   Excludes  tho  District  of  ColusJbi*  afpropriatlcw. 

£/  Tr.n^rtation   and    ralatad  agancia.  appropriation  bill   cao.   Into  a.lstanca   In  FT 

d/  HUD  funded  as   an   independent   agency  prior  to  FY  ft7.         •.     :  . 


"Funding  Gaps  Jeopardize  Federal  Government  Operations",  GAO  Report,  PAO-81-31,    . 

March  3,  1981 
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STATEMENT  OF  FRANKLIN  JONES,  FORMER  COUNSEL  TO 
THE  SENATE  BUDGET  COMMITTEE 


I  thank  the  committee  for  this  opportunity  to  express  my  opinions  on  the  budget 
process  based  upon  my  service  on  the  committee  staff  in  the  formative  period  of 
the  Act's  implementation  and  my  observation  of  the  process  since  my  return  to  pri- 
vate practice. 

The  risks  to  the  process  involved  in  an  attempt  to  amend  the  Congressional 
Budget  and  Impoundment  Control  Act  of  1974  (the  Act)  at  this  time  render  such  an 
attempt  unwise.  The  flexibility  of  the  Act,  which  has  been  well  demonstrated 
during,  at  least,  the  last  two  years,  renders  such  an  attempt  unnecessary.  As  previ- 
ous witnesses  have  indicated,  the  budget  process  can  be  substantially  improved 
without  amending  the  Act. 

The  budget  process  has  taken  its  place  among  the  other  processes  which  make  our 
federal  government  function  in  its  noisy,  messy,  but  ultimately  accept£di>le  manner. 
We  frequently  forget  that  our  government  is  so  designed  as  to  be  inefficient;  checks 
and  balances  necessarily  interfere  with  straight-line  decision-action  progression. 

IMPROVEBIENT  IN  THE  BUDGET  PROCESS  BASED  UPON  ACXX)MMODATION  AND  PRECEDENT 

Experience  demonstrates  that  Congress  will  act  on  the  budget  in  accordance  with 
perceptions  of  political  and  legislative  reality  and  in  disregard  of  some  provisions  of 
the  Act  and  of  some  actions  of  the  Budget  Ci>mmittees  which  are  seen  as  unaccepta- 
ble under  the  circumstances.  If  the  will  to  preserve  the  budget  process  continues  to 
exist,  the  Congress  will  And  ways  to  make  the  process  work  by  accommodating  re- 
ality and  establishing  precedents  which  may  bend  but  not  break  the  ruliBS  incorpo- 
rated into  the  Act. 

The  strength  of  the  budget  process  rests  in  the  desire  of  members  of  the  Senate 
and  the  House  to  preserve  values  fostered  by  the  process  as  those  values  are  per- 
ceived from  time  to  time  and  in  the  ability  of  the  Budget  Committees  and  their 
staffs  to  work  effectively  with  other  commitees,  the  CBO  and  the  executive  in  devel- 
oping and  implementing  flscal  policies  reasonably  appropriate  to  circumstances  as 
they  appear  at  the  times  for  decision. 

Among  the  values  to  the  balanced  accomplishment  of  which  the  budget  process 
may  be  said  to  be  directed  are  (1)  a  budget  which  is  balanced  over  business  cycles  so 
as  to  restrict  the  growth  in  federal  debt  and  the  resources  devoted  to  the  payment  of 
interest  on  that  debt,  (2)  balance  of  those  interests  fostered  by  the  private  allocation 
of  resources  with  those  interests  fostered  by  governmental  aUocation  of  resources  in 
accordance  with  priorities  acceptable  to  the  country's  predominant  political,  social 
and  economic  elements,  (3)  such  interaction  with  and  accommodation  to  monetcury 
policy  as  will  minimize  adverse  impacts  of  government  on  individual  and  group  eco- 
nomic, social  and  political  activities,  (4)  provision  of  domestic  and  foreign  political 
stability  such  that  peace  is  preserved  without  unacceptable  restraints  on  that  free- 
dom which  makes  life  meaningful  and  (5)  provision  of  programs  for  the  relief  of  the 
acute  distress  which  results  from  economic,  natural  ana  other  catastrophe. 

Despite  dire  early  predictions  of  the  prompt  demise  of  the  budget  process,  the 
leaders  and  members  of  Congress  have  been  willing  to  tolerate  the  vital  "nay 
saying*'  role  of  the  budget  committees.  This  tolerance  has  depended  and  will  contin- 
ue to  depend  upon  the  le^lative  skill  of  the  members  and  staffs  of  the  committees 
involved  in  the  flscal  decisionrmaking  of  the  Congress  and  not  on  power  granted  to 
the  committees  by  legislation  or  rules.  Means  will  be  found  to  make  the  process 
work  so  long  as  its  usefulness  is  understood  and  the  people  chaiged  with  its  imple- 
mentation accommodate  the  institutional  reality  of  the  Congress. 

MODIFYING  THE  BUDGET  TIMETABLE 

If  the  leadership  of  both  houses  and  the  Budget  Committees  in  both  houses  agree, 
there  would  seem  to  be  little  reason  that  the  budget  process  cannot  be  accelerated. 
The  CBO's  current  policy  budget  could  be  used  by  Congress  as  the  baseline  for  dis- 
cussing issues  and  receiving  testimony  on  the  budget  for  the  next  fiscal  year  with 
the  President's  budget,  when  delivered,  received  as  an  additional  element  in  the  de- 
cision process. 

Testimony  could  begin  immediately  after  Congress  convenes  in  January  with 
focus  on  needed  changes  from  CBO's  current  policy  budget.  This  method  would  seem 
to  have  an  advantage  in  fixing  the  attention  of  Congress  and  the  country  on  the 
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existing  situation  as  the  basis  for  judging  change  rather  than  on  the  President's  as- 
sumed changes  as  the  basis. 

Achieving  passage  of  the  first  Budget  resolution  by  April  1,  as  suggested  by 
George  Gross  and  others,  should  be  possible  if  the  attention  of  the  Budget  Commit- 
tees is  concentrated  on  functional  aggregates  and  m^^or  missions  within  the  func- 
tions. 

CONSISTENT  ECONOMIC  ASSUMPTIONS 

Recent  experience  with  the  impact  of  inconsistent  economic  assumptions  on  the 
development  of  fiscal  policy  should  be  such,  as  other  witnesses  have  pointed  out»  as 
to  make  imperative  the  use  of  identical  economic  assuniptions  for  baseline  purposes 
by  the  executive  branch,  the  Budget  Committees  and  CBO.  The  development  of  a 
mechanism  for  achieving  a  consistent  set  of  basehne  economic  assumptions  against 
which  to  judge  alternative  fiscal  policy  elements  should  be  possible  of  achievement 
without  legislation.  Mr.  Penner  and  others  have  suggested  that  nothing  should  pre- 
vent any  entity  which  disagrees  with  the  baseline  assumptions  from  presenting  id- 
temative  computations  of  policy  consequences  using  economic  assumptions  with 
which  the  entity  is  more  comfortable,  so  long  as  the  entity  also  presented  its  policy 
recommendations  using  the  consensus  assumptions. 

COMMENTS  ON  SPECIFIC  ISSUES 

The  following  are  brief  comments  on  the  specific  issues  which  the  Senate  Budget 
Committee  requested  be  addressed  during  the  hearings.  These  comments  do  not 
modify  the  previously  expressed  opinion  that  attempted  amendment  of  the  Act  at 
this  time  is  l>oth  unnecessary  and  unwise. 

Enforcement  of  budget  and  fiscal  decisions. — Since  committee  and  subcommittee 
allocations  lack  formal  validation  by  action  of  the  whole  Congress  and  since  a  point- 
of-order  should  be  the  last  resort  against  a  bill  which  has  defied  other  fiaoBl  re- 
straints, functional  totals  which  have  been  acted  upon  by  the  Con^^ress  as  a  whole 
should  be  the  basis  for  pointof-order  action.  Foreseeable  later  requirements  should, 
of  course,  be  counted  in  determining  whether  an  appropriation  bill  creates  budget 
problems.  A  way  of  establishing  the  later  re(}uirements  for  pointof-order  purposes 
would  be  a  provision  in  the  Budget  Act  verifying  that  the  current  policy  budget 
numbers  be  used  to  cost  all  other  requirements  within  the  function  impacted  by  me 
bill;  programs  eliminated  or  increased  or  reduced  in  cost  from  current  policy  levds 
by  previous  action  of  the  house  involved  would  be  taken  into  account. 

It  is  clear  that  the  budget  process  will  not,  of  itself,  provide  fiscal  discipline;  the 
most  the  process  can  do  is  provide  support  to  politically  and  legislatively  realistic 
forces  seeking  budgetary  sanity.  To  attempt  to  require  a  later  action  to  be  consistent 
with  a  previous  legislative  action  by  the  same  body  would  seem  to  have  some  chance 
of  success. 

The  present  reconciliation  procedures  seem  adequate.  The  rigidity  of  the  present 
procedures  can  be  made  less  objectionable  by  careful  informal  interaction  in  the 
best  legislative  tradition  based  upon  the  recognition  that  harsh  rules,  used  unwisely, 
contain  the  mechanism  for  their  own  elimination. 

Budget  cycle.— An  earlier  date  for  the  adoption  of  the  first  budget  resolution  and 
anv  accompanying  reconciliation  requirements  would  be  useful  as  reducing  the 
delay  which  the  budget  process  is  perceived  as  imposing  on  the  other  work  of  the 
Conc^ress  and  as  providing  more  time  for  hearings  on  the  means  of  accomplishing 
required  reconciliation  actions.  Adherence  b^  the  President  to  the  Act's  present  cur- 
rent services  and  regular  budget  time  requirements  seems  necessary  to  the  accom- 
plishment of  an  accelerated  budget  timetable  unless  the  executive  budget  is  to  play 
second  fiddle"  to  a  fully  formed  Congressional  budget  documented  ^without  refer- 
ence to  the  President's  schedule. 

As  to  the  second  budget  resolution,  the  suggestion  of  George  Gross  in  testimony 
before  this  committee  mcrves  the  most  carenil  consideration.  No  substantial  im- 
provement in  the  fiscal  process  would  result  from  adoption  of  a  calendar  year  as  the 
federal  fiscal  year. 

Careful  adherence  to  present  multiyear  estimate,  projection  and  recondliatioii 
procedures  is  preferable  to  a  two-year  budget  and  appropriation  pyde.  The  State  of 
New  Mexico  used  and  subsequently  abandoned  a  two-vear  appropriation  pyde.  The 
amendments  perceived  to  be  neoessarv  in  the  second  year  m  the  c^de  tended  to 
focus  on  limited  issues  without  the  balanoe  provided  by  looking  at  aU  revenue  and 
expenditure  issues  simultaneously.  Over  time,  the  issues  raised  m  the  second  year  of 
the  C3rcle  were  so  numerous 
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that  the  appropriation  ori^pnally  made  for  the  second  year  was  simply  ignored  and 
a  complete  new  appropriation  act  substituted. 

Impoundment  control— Some  method  will  eventually  need  to  be  found  to  increase 
the  power  of  the  President  over  expenditures.  The  present  i^ystem  of  impoundment 
control  makes  the  correction  of  a  mistake  in  the  budget  and  the  appropriation  proc- 
ess too  difficult  to  cure  and  places  excessive  power  in  the  hands  of  single-interest 
advocates  1^  requirinc^  that  both  houses  concur  in  a  presidential  impoundment  deci- 
sion. 

Range  offiecal  control— Congressional  budget  resolutions  should  encompass  fed- 
eral credit  revolving  funds  and  off-budget  qwnding  with  all  bills  exceeding  budget 
resolution  amounts  subject  to  fiscal  discipline  on  the  basis  that  the  Congress  has 
previously  established  ceilings  which  only  it  can  change  in  a  formal  process. 

"Tax  expenditures"  cann^  be  dealt  with  in  budget  resolutions.  Only  when  the 
Conipress  has  established  a  policy  that  the  tax  i^ystem  is  for  the  purpose  of  financing 
government  and  should  not  be  used  to  foster  social  and  economic  goals  will  needed 
simplification  of  and  control  over  the  tax  qrstem  be  achieved. 

Balanced  budget  constitutional  <nnendment— The  issue  of  implementing  a  bal- 
anced budget  constitutional  amendment  is  moot  and  hopefully  will  remain  so.  No 
rule  is  likely  to  cause  the  Congress  to  behave  in  a  fiscally  responsible  manner 
absent  the  mU.  to  so  behave  any  more  than  a  budget  process  will,  cdT  itself,  maint^iin 
fiscal  sanity. 
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STATEMENT  OF  THE  NATIONAL  LEAGUE  OF  CITIES 

The  Honorable  Pete  V.  Domenlci 
Chairman,  Committee  on  the  Budget 
United  States  Senate 
203  Carroll  Arms  Hotel 
301  First  Street,  N.E. 
Washington,  DC   20510 

Dear  Senator  Domenici: 

This  is  in  reply  to  your  letter  requesting  the  views  of  the  Natibnal 
League  of  Cities  on  possible  improvements  in  the  congressional 
budget  process.   We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  submit  this 
statement. 

Generally,  we  believe  there  is  much  to  be  said  for  the  new  budget 
process,  now  in  its  eighth  year  of  implementation.   It  provides  a 
relatively  orderly  system  under  which  Congress  sets  revenue  and 
spending  targets,  monitors  compliance  with  its  targets,  and 
establishes  a  binding  revenue  floor  and  spending  ceiling.   There  is 
little  doubt  that  the  process  provides  the  Congress  with  all  of  the 
tools  it  needs  to  make   rational  fiscal  policy. 

At  the  same  time,  we  believe  that  change  is  needed,  for  several 
reasons.   The  process  now  dominates  the  congressional  calendar  to 
too  great  an   extent,  delaying  inordinately  the  work  of  Congress's 
other  committees,  both  in  budget  and  non-budget  matters.   In 
addition,  partly  under  the  pressures  of  the  budget  timetable,  the 
problem  of  continuing  funding  resolutions  is  getting  worse, 
aggravating  the  uncertainties  of  those  who  rely  on  federal  aid. 
Finally,  inadequate  attention  is  paid  to  the  rapid  growth  of  tax 
expenditures,  an  important  source  of  budget  deficits. 

NLC  believes  that  the  budget  process  would  be  significantly  improved 
if  these  problems  were  addressed  directly  and  forcefully.   We 
recommend  the  following  for  your  consideration. 

First,  the  first  budget  resolution  should  be  adopted  substantially 
earlier  than  at  present  Cby  May  15,  or,  in  most  years,  a  week  or  two 
later ][ .   If  it  were  adopted  by  April  1,  for  example,  action  on 
appropriations  and  reconciliation  bills  governed  by  the  resolution 
could  be  initiated  nearly  two  months  earlier.   As  a  result, 
substantially  more  time  would  be  available  for  Congress  and  its 
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Senator  Pete  V.  Domenlci 
October  27,  1982 
Page  Two 

committees  to  fashion  the  necessary  details  of  tax  and  spending  -  •  -  ' 
legislation.   Under  existing  procedures »  more  time  is  devoted  to 
framing  broad  budget  targets  and  less  to  the  key  details.   This 
single  change — moving  the  first  resolution  adoption  date  back  to 
April  1 — would  do  more  to  stre2ualine  the  budget  process  than  any 
other. 

Second,  the  additional  time  that  would  be  available  as  a  result  of 
earlier  adoption  of  the  first  budget  resolution  would  reduce  the 
need  for  continuing  resolutions.   We  believe  that  this  problem  is  so 
important,  however,  that  the  Budget  Committee  should  consider 
additional  changes. 

One  such  change  might  be  to  require  all  appropriations  to  be 
considered  and  adopted  in  each  House  during  a  designated  period—for 
example,  in  June  in  the  aouee   in  July  in  the  Senate.   This  would 
help  to  assure  final  conference  action  on  appropriations  bills  by 
Labor  Day,  a  month  before  the  start  of  the  fiscal  year. 

A  second  possible  change  would  be  the  enactment  of  general  legisla- 
tion automatically  providing  for  spending  at  current  levels  whenever 
an  appropriations  bill  is  not  enacted  by   the  start  of  the  fiscal 
year.   Thia  would  be  a  far-reacbing  step  and  should  be  taken  only 
after  thorough  consideration.   The  problem  of  continuing  rest^lutions 
is  sufficiently  serious,  however,  that  this  kind  of  forceful  action 
may  well  be  necessary. 

An  end  to  continuing  resolutions  is  particularly  important  to  local 
governjnenta   Helying  as  they  do  on  federal  aid  to  help  finance  a 
wide  range  of  programs  and  activities^ — like  community  development, 
public  transit,  employment  training,  housing,  and  clean  water-- 
locallties  need  a  ciuch  greater  degree  of  certainty  about  such 
funding  to  develop  their  own  budgets*   As  it  is  they  now  spend  much 
of  each  year  focusing  on  funding  bills  proposed  by  the  President  and 
the  Congress ,r  making  their  own  budget  plans  on  the  basis  of  these 
proposals,  only  to  have  their  plans  nullified  by  the  adoption  of 
con  t  inu  ing  r  eso lu  t  i  ons . 

Greater  continuity  in  the  appropriations  process  would  produce  more 
efficiency  and  higher  quality  program  performance  on  the  part  of 
local  governments  and  other  recipients  of  federal  aid   in  this 
re  spec  t>  we  also  urge  the  Committee  to  consider  sotne  form  of 
forward  funding  for  many  grant  programs ,  a  reconmiendation  made 
recently  by  the  General  Accounting  Office.   Forw*rd  funding  for 
certain  programs  should  be  a  logical  next  step  as  Congress  moves 
increasingly  toward  multi-year  budget  decisions. 
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Senator  Pete  V.  Domenicl 
October  27,  1982 
Page  Three 

And  third.  Congressional  action  to  control  the  growth  of  tax  - .  .  - 
expenditures  is  long  overdue.  The  cost  of  existing  t2uc  expendi- 
tures, together  with  that  of  new  ones  enacted  by  the  Congress  each 
year,  is  a  prime  contributor  to  rising  budget  deficits.   When 
federal  resources  are  so  scarce.  Congress  should  scrutinize  spending 
through  the  tax  system  just  as  carefully  as  it  does  direct  spending. 

We  recognize  the  technical  difficulties  involved  in  defining  certain 
tax  expenditures  and  in  controlling  the  total  of  such  expenditures. 
It  would  be  worthwhile,  however,  merely  to  control  the  enactment  of 
new  tax  expenditures  by  the  Congress  each  year.   We  recommend  that 
the  first  budget  resolution  specify  a  target  for  new  tax  expendi- 
tures that  may  be  approved,  just  as  it  now  specifies  spending 
targets.   This  change  would  help  to  focus  congressional  attention  on 
a  long-neglected  source  of  federal  spending. 

Finally,  we  would  urge  the  Committee  to  avoid  making  major  changes 
Jji_  the  budget  process.   Congress  has  had  a.  difficult  time  modifying 
its  long-standing  procedures  to  accommodate  the  new  discipline  and 
work  schedule  mandated  by  the  Budget  Act  of  1974.   Major  changes  at 
this  time  would  increase  the  frustration  of  many  in  Congress  over 
what  appear  to  be  continual  changes  in  procedures,  often  at  the 
expense  of  non-budget  legislative  responsibilities.   Fine<^ tuning , 
not  overhaul,  is  what  the  congressional  budget  process  needs  today. 

Sincerely, 


c^U^£<< 


Ferd  Harrison,  President 
Mayor  of  Scotland  Neck 
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Statenent  of 
Stanley  E.  Col lender 

Publisher 
Fi>«leral  Budoet  Report 

for  the 

Comnlttee  on  the  Budget 

dhlted  States  Senate 

October  15,  1982 

The  views  expressed  In  this  testimony  are 
those  of  the  author.  They  do  not  neces- 
sarily represent  the  views  of  Federal  Bud- 
get Report. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  grateful  for  the  opportunity  to  present  to  this  committee 
my  views  on  the  changes  that  are  needed  In  the  congressional  budget  process.  As 
the  publisher  of  Federal  Budget  Report,  the  only  newsletter  that  deals  exclusively 
with  the  federal  budget  and  congressional  budget  process,  I  am  In  the  unique  po- 
sition of  having  to  observe  and  monitor  Congress's  actions  on  the  budget  without 
having  any  stake  In  the  outcome.  Hy  Interest  Is  not  related  to  any  policy  or  pro- 
gram. But,  because  In  the  past  I  have  been  Involved  with  the  process  from  the  In- 
side as  a  member  of  the  staffs  of  both  the  House  and  Senate  Budget  Committees,  and 
because  I  currently  am  a  budget  practitioner,  nqy  interest  is  not  merely  academic 
either.  I  care  most  about  how  Congress  formulates  the  budget,  not  necessarily 
what  Is  In  It. 

I  am  not  presenting  this  testimony  because  I  believe  that  the  budget  process 
Is  falling.  Quite  to  the  contrary.  It  Is  my  strong  belief  that  the  budget  process 
Is  working  extraordinarily  well.  That  Is  not  to  say  that  It  Is  working  perfectly 
or  that  It  does  not  need  some  modifications.  But  after  following  It  for  almost  a 
decade,  the  only  logical  conclusion  Is  that  the  budget  process  Is  necessary  and 
definitely  deserves  to  be  continued. 

It  Is  Important  to  remember  that  the  budget  process  was  not  designed  to  gua- 
rantee a  balanced  budget  every  year  or  In  any  year.  Neither  was  It  Intended  to 
facilitate  a  change  In  federal  spending  or  taxing  priorities.  The  failure  of  the 
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process  to  reach  either  and  sonetlnes  both  of  these  objectives  often  is  cited  by 
its  critics  as  a  major  reason  why  it  should  be  changed  or  abandoned.  But  to  use 
these  goals  as  the  criteria  to  judge  whether  the  budget  process  is  working  well 
is  to  assign  to  it  objectives  which  it  was  never  intended  to  meet. 

The  main  aims  of  the  budget  process  are:  to  provide  a  framework  within  which 
all  congressional  spending  and  taxing  decisions  are  made,  to  create  accountability 
for  those  decisions,  and  to  force  all  actions  to  be  made  in  a  timely  manner.  Ad- 
mittedly.  the  process  is  failing  to  get  the  various  authorizations  and  appropria- 
tions passed  by  the  sUrt  of  the  fiscal  year.  As  they  were  before  the  process  was 
implemented,  continuing  appropriations  resolutions  again  are  commonplace. 

But  the  process  is  working  spectacularly  well  as  far  as  accountability  is 
concerned.  Virtually  ^y/ery  budget  decision  made  by  Congress  is  open  and  on  record. 
NeHbers  of  both  the  House  and  Senate  now  must  take  whatever  political  heat  results 
from  their  budget  votes.  Whether  it  Is  support  or  opposition  for  a  large  deficit 
or  for  large  cuts  or  increases  in  the  military  budget,  constitutents  can  determine 
easily  what  their  reprrsentatlves  and  senators  actually  are  doing. 

This  past  year's  stalemate  between  Congress  and  the  President  over  the  fiscal 
1983  budget  occured  because  few  members  wanted  to  go  on  record  In  favor  of  the 
enormous  deficit  or  for  the  tax  increases  and  spending  cuts  that  would  have  been 
necessary  to  lower  It  to  a  politically  popular  level.  Had  the  budget  process  not 
been  In  place,  the  same  situation  would  have  existed  but  there  would  have  been  no 
pressure  on  Congress  to  do  anything  about  it.  The  best  proof  of  this  was  that  many 
representatives  and  senators  at  the  time  were  suggesting  that  one  possible  way  out 
of  the  stalemate  was  to  suspend  the  budget  process  temporarily  and  return  to  the 
old  system.  This  would  not  have  required  a  specific  vote  on  the  deficit  and  Con- 
gress would  have  been  free  to  vote  for  each  spending  bill  without  worrying  about 
Its  overall  Impact.  In  other  words,  the  existence  of  the  budget  process  prevented 
what  otherwise  would  have  been  a  highly  irresponsible  series  of  federal  spending 
actions  that  would  have  wreaked  havoc  with  the  economy.  That  Is  precisely  what 
the  process  was  created  to  do. 
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Six  Problems 

But  this  success  cannot  mask  the  fact  that  the  budget  process  J[s,  failing  in 
several  ways.  There  are  six  problems.  None  are  fatal  flaws  and  major  changes 
are  not  required.  They  all  can  be  corrected  with  some  fine  tuning. 

Problem  1:  Wot  Enough  Time 

Clearly  Congress  does  not  have  enough  time  to  do  all  of  the  work  it  now  has 
to  do  each  year  on  the  budget,  authorizations,  and  appropriations.  Although  the 
budget  process  originally  provided  three  additional  months  for  these  activities 
by  changing  the  start  of  the  federal  fiscal  year  from  July  1  to  October  1,  it 
also  Imposed  additional  legislative  requirements  (principally  the  first  and  second 
budget  resolutions)  and  apparently  did  not  take  congressional  recesses  (for  the 
Lincoln-Washington  birthdays,  Easter,  and  August-Labor  Day)  into  account.  There- 
fore, the  committees  now  have  less  rather  than  more  time  to  do  their  work  and  the 
result  is  fewer  bills  completed  on  time,  creative  legislating  to  comply  with  dead- 
lines, and  decreased  attention  to  details. 

Problem  2;  Missed  Deadlines 

Related  to  the  first  problem  is  the  Increasing  tendency  of  Congress  to  miss 
the  deadlines  of  the  budget  process.  In  small  part  this  is  the  result  of  deadlines 
that  are  too  restrictive  for  the  many  budget  decisions  that  must  be  made  each  year. 
But  to  a  larger  extent,  the  delays  result  from  events  outside  the  budget  process 
that  can  be  overcome  with  some  determination.  In  1980,  for  example.  Congress  de- 
cided to  wait  until  aftfer  the  November  elections  to  vote  on  the  second  budget  re- 
solution. In  1981,  Congress  waited  for  the  Reagan  administration  to  submit  its 
budget  before  beginning  its  deliberations.  When  the  details  of  the  Reagan  changes 
were  not  submitted  until  April,  the  process  was  almost  three  months  behind  schedule 
before  it  began.  In  1982,  Congress  did  not  convene  until  late  January  and  the 
President's  budget  was  not  formally  proposed  until  early  February.  The  lengthy 
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Stalemate  between  the  administration  and  Congress  further  delayed  all  budget 
activities.  The  process  was  not  at  fault  in  any  of  these  instances.  Congress 
had  the  ability  to  move  ahead  if  it  had  wanted  to  do  so. 

Problem  3:  Different  Economic  And  Spending  Assumptions 

The  single  largest  threat  to  the  budget  process's  objective  of  accountability 
is  the  use  of  different  economic  assumptions  by  the  four  major  participants  in  the 
budget  debate— the  President,  the  House  and  Senate  Budget  Comnittees,  and  the  Con- 
gressional Budget  Office  (CBO).  By  altering  the  projections  of  inflation,  unem- 
ployment, growth  in  the  gross  national  product,  and  the  other  major  economic  indi- 
cators, as  well  as  the  rate  of  spending  for  programs,  a  particular  budget  proposal 
can  be  made  to  look  better  than  another  even  though  the  opposite  is  true  if  both 
proposals  use  the  same  assumptions.  As  ironic  by-product  of  the  implementation  of 
the  budget  process  is  that  the  budget  sophistication  of  representatives  and  sena- 
tors has  increased  significantly  to  the  point  where  these  types  of  manipulations 
now  are  frequent.  However,  they  still  are  understood  poorly  by  the  public  and 
press  and  seriously  obscure  the  overall  budget  debate. 

Problem  4:  Off -Budget  And  Wonbudqet  Spending 

For  political  reasons,  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  specifically  excludes  fed- 
eral credit  programs  and  tax  expenditures  from  the  budget  process.  In  the  last  two 
years  Congress  has  taken  major  steps  to  Include  limits  on  loans  and  loan  guarantees 
in  the  budget  resolutions,  but  these  actions  have  been  Informal  and  have  received 
little  attention  compared  to  direct  spending.  Tax  expenditures  are  not  Included  In 
the  budget  at  all.  As  federal  spending  comes  under  Increasing  scrutiny  in  the  next 
few  years,  both  credit  programs  and  tax  expenditures  will  become  Increasingly  Im- 
portant ways  for  the  govenaent  to  accomplish  Its  objectives.  Their  continued  ex- 
clusion from  the  budget  process  poses  a  major  threat  to  Congress's  ability  to  control 
and  guide  the  economy. 
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An  even  more  direct  threat  Is  the  agencies  which  are  not  simply  excluded  from 
the  budget  process  but  also  are  excluded  from  the  budget.  The  most  apt  definition 
of  these  "Off-budget  Federal  Entitles"  Is  contained  In  The  Unitjed  States  Budget  In 
Brief.  Fiscal  Year  1983.  which  calls  them  "federal  organizations  or  programs  that 
belong  in  the  budget  under  current  accounting  concepts  but  that  have  been  excluded 
from  the  budget  totals  under  provisions  of  law."  In  almost  every  case  the  exclu- 
sion of  an  agency  or  program  has  been  for  political  reasons.  Because  they  are  not 
included  in  the  budget,  their  level  of  spending  has  no  apparent  Impact  on  the  de- 
fict  and  they  receive  comparatively  little  annual  congressional  scrutiny.  In 
fiscal  1982  the  total  outlays  for  all  off -budget  agencies  and  programs  is  expected 
to  reach  almost  $20  billion. 

Problem  5:  Easy  Waivers 

As  time  constraints  become  more  severe,  and  as  spending  decisions  become  in- 
creasingly difficult.  Congress  often  attempts  to  circumvent  the  budget  process  by 
temporarily  suspending  or  waiving  those  parts  of  the  Budget  Act  that  prevent  It 
from  taking  the  easy  way  out.  Every  provision  of  the  budget  process  can  be  avoided 
In  this  way.  In  the  House,  the  waiver  usually  Is  Included  as  part  of  the  rule 
governing  debate  on  the  bill  In  question.  Most  rules  pass  by  voice  vote,  with 
little  debate  and  little  understanding  by  the  members.  In  the  Senate,  a  waiver 
Is  granted  by  unanimous  consent,  an  almost  routine  notion  In  most  cases.  Because 
of  the  relative  ease  %«1th  which  waivers  are  obtained,  they  have  become  an  attrac- 
tive alternative  to  following  the  budget  process's  established  procedures,  parti- 
cularly when  Congress  feels  the  need  to  act  expediently. 

Problem  6:  Three-Terra  Limit  In  The  House 

Members  of  the  House  Budget  Comlttee  are  llmted  to  serving  three  terms  In 
any  ten-year  period.  This  rotating  membership  limits  the  Interest  of  Budget  Com- 
■Ittte  members,  who  are  unwilling  to  put  the  same  amount  of  effort  Into  Its  work 
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as  they  would  for  another  comnlttee  of  which  they  can  be  a  career-long  member. 
It,  therefore,  limits  the  expertise  of  House  Budget  Committee  members.  The  power 
of  House  Budget  Committee  chairmen  Is  limited  severely  by  their  Inability  to 
serve  in  that  capacity  for  more  than  two  terms.  Finally,  because  thei^  is  no  li- 
mitation on  the  length  of  service  for  Senate  Budget  Committee  members,  the  House 
Budget  Committee  is  at  a  serious  disadvantage  in  conferences  on  budget  resolutions. 

What  Should  Be  Done 

The  solutions  to  these  problems  are  relatively  straight  forward.  In  many 
cases  they  Involve  nothing  more  than  the  formal  adoption  of  some  procedures  that 
Congress  has  Informally  adopted  over  the  past  few  years.  The  new  answers  should 
be  based  on  attempts  to  reimpose  the  original  aims  of  the  budget  process— account- 
ability and  a  framework  for  decisionmaking. 

Solution  1:  Accelerate  The  Process 

This  can  be  accomplsihed  In  three  ways.  First,  the  requirement  of  a  second 
budget  resolution  should  be  formally  eliminated.  For  all  practical  purposes,  the 
second  resolution  has  ceased  to  have  any  real  use  anyway.  A  binding  first  resolu- 
tion in  the  Spring  that  Congress  can  modify  later  if  necessary  will  provide  a  better 
framework  for  all  authorizations  and  appropriations  and  will  free  several  weeks  in 
the  Fall  that  otherwise  would  be  spent  debating  the  budget  for  a  second  time. 

Second,  the  timetable  should  be  modified  slightly.  The  Pnfsident  should  be 
required  to  submit  his  or  her  budget  proposal  by  January  15,  not  the  current  dead- 
line of  fifteen  days  after  Congress  convenes.  A  new  administration  should  be  required 
to  submit  its  budget  no  later  than  February  15.  The  deadline  for  reporting  all 
authorizations  should  be  advanced  from  May  15  to  May  1.  This  is  appropriate  and 
possible  because  the  submission  of  the  President's  budget  will  be  advanced  by  at 
least  several  weeks.  If  this  date  forces  the  committees  to  pass  more  multi-year 
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authorizations,  so  much  the  better.  Reconciliation  off  the  first  resolution  should 
be  recognized  formally  as  necessary  and  proper.  It  should  include  not  just  entitle- 
ments but  a11  spending  programs.  Finally,  any  reconciliation  actions  resulting 
from  the  first  resolution  should  be  required  to  be  completed  no  later  than  June  15. 
Third,  there  must  be  a  commitment  by  both  the  House  and  Senate  leaderships  to 
enforce  the  deadline  throughout  the  year  every  year.  Regardless  of  the  changes 
that  Congress  agrees  to  ultimately,  they  Mill  eventually  be  avoided  if  the  leader- 
ship does  not  monitor  the  process  constantly. 

Solution  2:  Use  CBO  Assumptions 

The  only  participant  in  the  budget  debate  with  no  interest  in  the  outcome  is 
the  Congressional  Budget  Office.  Unlike  the  President  and  the  Budget  Committees, 
CBO  does  not  gain  or  lose  politically  if  its  economic  or  spending  projections  are 
better  or  worse.  It  only  gains  if  the  projections  are  accurate.  Therefore,  CBO 
should  -be  required  to  issue  economic  and  spending  assumptions  on  December  15.  The 
President  should  be  required  to  draft  his  or  her  budget  and  the  budget  committees 
to  draft  the  first  resolution  using  them.  Nothing  would  prevent  any  of  the  par- 
ticipants from  using  their  own  projections  in  addition  to  the  CBO  figures. 

Solution  3:  A  Real  Unified  Budget 

All  off -budget  federal  agencies  and  programs  should  be  included  in  the  totals 
approved  by  Congress  in  the  budget  resolutions.  Tax  expenditures  and  credit  programs 
also  should  be  included.  Like  all  spending,  they  also  should  be  listed  not  only  in 
the  aggregate,  but  by  function. 

Solution  4:  Votes  On  Waivers 

A  specific  recorded  vote  should  be  required  of  any  proposed  waiver  of  any  part 
of  the  budget  process.  This  will  allow  representatives  and  senators  to  be  held 
accountable  for  any  procedure  that  Congress  uses  to  avoid  the  hard  choices  the 
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process  otherwise  Mould  require.  This  Mould  be  in  complete  accord  with  the 
original  spirit  and  intention  of  the  Budget  Act. 

Solution  5:  Eliminate  The  Three-Term  Limit 

Like  all  other  committees,  the  House  Budget  Committee  should  have  permanent 
rather  than  rotating  members. 

What  Should  Not  Be  Done 

There  are,  of  course,  a  large  number  of  other  changes  in  the  budget  process 
that  have  been  recommended  recently.  Many  of  them  should  be  considered  seri- 
ously. However,  there  are  three  recommendations  that  I  believe  should  not  be 
adopted  under  any  circumstances. 

First,  the  fiscal  year  should  not  be  changed  to  begin  on  January  1  rather 
than  the  current  date  of  October  1.  This  will  only  provide  three  additional 
months  for  congressional  activities  the  first  year  it  is  imposed.  In  the  later 
years.  Congress  will  have  less  pressure  to  move  quickly  and  likely  will  expand 
its  current  work  to  fill  the  extra  time.  More  importantly,  however,  the  additional 
time  will  enable  Congress  to  put  off  difficult  budget  decisions  until  after  the 
November  elections.  This  flies  in  the  face  of  the  budget  process's  goal  of 
accountability. 

Second,  multi-year  budgeting  should  not  be  implemented.  The  state  of  economic 
forecasting  is  such  that  assumptions  used  to  formulate  a  two-year  budget  would  be 
hopelessly  out-of-date  by  the  time  the  fiscal  year  actually  began.  Frankly  it  is 
hard  to  understand  why  this  suggestion  is  being  taken  seriously  at  all— even  our 
current  one-year  budget  is  out-of-date  before  it  begins. 

Finally,  the  budget  committees  should  not  become  "Leadership**  committees. 
Making  them  into  arms  of  either  or  both  parties  will  only  make  budget  decisions 
more  difficult  and  will  not  increase  public  confidence  in  Congress's  ability  to 
manage  the  econoi^y. 
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STATEMENT  OF  PROF.  GEORGE  D.  BROWN,  BOSTON  COLLEGE  LAW  SCHOOL 

THB  BALANCED  BUDGET  AND  THE  FEDERAL  COUBT8 
Introduction  and  Suniary 

This  testiaony  relates  directly  to  one  of  the  questions  which  will 
arise  if  a  Balanced  Budget  Aaendflient  is  adopted:  what  might  be  the  role 
of  the  courts  in  enforcing  such  an  aaendnent?  However,  as  the  recent 
Senate  debate  illustrates,  this  question  has  emerged  as  one  of  the 
central  issues  in  the  arguaient  over  whether  to  adopt  such  an  amendment 
at  all.   The  bulk  of  this  testimony  will  examine  the  role  of  the  courts 
in  an  effort  to  allay  fears  of  a  "flood  of  litigation"  which  would 
paralyze  the  budgetary  process  and,  indeed,  the  entire  federal  government. 

The  principal  themes  of  the  testimony  are  as  follows: 

*  Many  of  the  predictions  about  extensive  litigation  are 
simply  unsupported  assertions  which  reflect  an  underlying 
hostility  to  the  concept  of  a  Balanced  Budget  Amendment  rather 
than  the  results  of  any  sustained  legal  analysis. 

*  The  types  of  specific  disputes  most  frequently  invoked 
as  candidates  for  judicial  review  would  almost  certainly  be 
dismissed  under  the  "political  question**  doctrine. 

*  The  Senate  floor  debate  on  standing  was  based  on 
serious  misconceptions  of  current  law.   In  particular,  the 
most  recent  Supreme  Court  case  on  taxpayer  standing  was  not 
even  discussed. 

*  If  the  issue  of  judicial  enforcement  is  to  be  addressed 
at  all  in  the  text  of  any  amendment,  this  should  be  done  in 
the  form  of  an  authorization  to  Congress  to  deal  with  the 
issue  as  part  of  any  implementing  legislation. 
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1)   The  Spectre  of  Judicial  Activism 

For  years  the  principal  '*legal**  arsuaent  against  a  Balanced  Budget 
Aaendaent  has  been  the  contention  that  a  provision  of  this  nature  - 
eabodying  econoaic  policy  -  did  not  belong  in  the  Coo^titution,  whatever 
its  short  term  merits  might  be.  During  tha  97th  Congress  a  somewhat 
different  legal  argument  was  advanced  to  demonstrate  the  evils  of  the 
proposal:  any  such  amendment  irould  generate  a  flood  of  litigation  which 
would  paralyze  the  budgetary  process  and,  indeed,  the  entire  federal 
government.  Tet  this  arguawnt  consists  frequently  of  little  more  than  a 
bare  assertion.  For  example,  on  July  28  Senator  Hoynihan  read  into  the 
Congressional  Record  an  open  letter  from  over  170  economists  opposing 
the  amendment.  One  of  the  arguemnts  was  as  follows: 

''Interpretation  of  the  Constitution  —  including  this  Amend- 
ment, if  approved  —  is  a  function  of  the  judiciary.  We 
believe  it  unwise  to  involve  the  courts  in  the  interpreta- 
tion of  economic  theory  and  ecoaomie  policy   It  often  takes 
years  t«  develop  a  Judicial  construction  ftUfficiently  thorough 
to  comprehend  the  full  range  of  issues  arguments  and 
conflicts  loherent  in  a  new  legal  situatloa   Moreover,  it 
often  takes  years  to  adjuclate  the  cases  that  arise  to  test 
the  scope  a ad  application  of  a  aew  legal  concept.  To  be 
effective  economic  policy  ttu«t  be  flexible,  and  respond  to 
changing  economic  cooditions  institutions,  and  relationships; 
bringing  the  court*  into  the  policy  process  would  severely 
undermine  the  necessary  flexibility."  128  Cong.  Rec.  S9271 
(July  28,  1982). 

While  these  general  statements  are  valid  as  generalities  they  rest  on 

the  assumption  that  courts  would  jump  into  the  fray,  seizing  every 

opportunity  to  becosw  deeply  involved  in  '*the  interpretation  of  economic 

theory  and  economic  policy.** 

Many  Senators  apparently  shared  the  assumption.  For  example,  on 

July  19  Senator  Cranston,  opposing  the  concept  of  a  Balanced  Budget 

Amendment,  offered  the  following  observations: 
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'^he  resolution  opens  judicial  review  of  all  actions 
taken  to  carry  out  the  mandate  of  the  iresoluniaa.   Courts 
could  rule  on  the  coDstitutionallty  of  a  budget.   Congress 
could  find  itself  subject  to  aa  inj unction  of  a  Federal 
court  directing  that  certain  fallacious  economic  assumptions 
in  the  congress ionally  adopted  balanced  tatement  of  outlays 
and  receipts'  be  revised  and  the  statement  accordingly 
revised. 

"What  is  to  prevent  an  angry  Member  of  the  Senate  or 
the  House  from  filing  suit  against  the  budget  on  such  grounds? 
Or  citizens?"  128  Cong.  Rec.  S8566  (July  19,  1982). 

Legal  experts  could  readily  be  found  to  support  such  dire  predictions. 
Senator  Baucus  produced  a  1980  analysis  of  a  Balanced  Budget  Amendment 
by  the  New  York  City  Bar  Association's  Committee  on  Federal  Legislation. 
Its  Chairman  described  as  "iaevitnable"  judicial  involvement  in  "the 
day-to-day  workings  of  the  budget  process."  He  stated  the  Committee's 
view  that  "[t]he  amendment  will  undoubtedly  result  in  a  host  of  lawsuits  - 
annually  recurring  -  challenging  particular  expenditures  and  appropria- 
tions and  every  attempt  to  raise  or  lower  taxes."  128  Cong.  Rec.  S9551 
(August  2,  1982).   (A  1982  letter  from  the  Committee  to  Senator  Baucuss 
addressing  the  specific  issues  of  standing  and  political  questions  is 
discussed  in  sections  2  &  3  infra.) 

Treating  the  matter  of  extensive  judicial  involvemnt  as  a  foregone 
conclusion  might  be  warranted  if  "the  law"  was  clear  that  suits  under 
the  amendment  would  be  heard  and  decided.  However,  examination  of  the 
areas  which  would  be  most  relevant  to  this  litigation  leads  to  the  very 
opposite  conclusion:   not  only  is  "the  law"  in  such  areas  as  standing 
and  political  questions  far  from  settled,  but  whatever  clarity  does 
emerge  suggests  that  plaintiffs  could  rarely  get  a  federal  court  to  even 
reach  the  merits  of  their  cases.   In  other  words,  the  spectre  of  judicial 
activism  is  a  specious  argument  against  the  aswndment. 
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2)   Budget  Issues  as  Political  Questions 

When  asiendinent  critics  do  get  down  to  the  specific  lawsuits  which 
oiight  be  spawned,  perhaps  the  nost  frequently  cited  examples  are  chal- 
lenges to  either  the  economic  forecasts  underlying  the  statement  of 
receipts  or  the  choice  of  a  definition  of  national  income.   E.g. ,  128 
Cong.  Rec.  S8744  (August  4,  1982)  (Senator  Bradley).   7et  such  issues 
may  well  be  non- justiciable  "political  questions."  ^ 

Although  the  political  question  doctrine's  contours  are  far  from 
well  defined  -  indeed,  some  have  questioned  its  very  existence  -  the 
notion  that  the  separation  of  powers  requires  that  the  political  branches 
have  final  say  over  some  matters  has  a  continuing  attraction.   In  the 
1979  decision  of  Goldwater  v.  Carter.  444  U.S.  906,  the  plurality  opinion 
of  the  Court  disposed  of  the  issue  —  whether  the  President  could  terminate 
a  treaty  —  on  political  question  grounds.  Although  Justice  Powell 
would  not  have  found  a  political  question,  he  offered  a  formulation  of 
the  basic  inquiries  of  political  question  analysis  which  may  be  helpful 
in  the  Balanced  Budget  Amendment  context:  "(i)  Does  the  issue  involve 
resolution  of  questions  committed  by  the  text  of  the  Constitution  to  a 
coordinate  branch  of  government?  (ii)  Would  resolution  of  the  question 
demand  that  a  court  move  beyond  areas  of  judicial  expertise?   (iii)  Do 
prudential  considerations  counsel  against  judicial  intervention?**  444 
U.S.  at  998. 

Let  us  apply  Justice  Powell's  inquiries  to  a  challenge  to  the 
economic  assumptions  underlying  the  required  '*statement  of  receipts  and 
outlays  ...  in  trhlch  total  outlays  are  no  greater  than  total  receipts.'* 
First,  a  court  might  vtll  find  a  clear  textual  commitment  to  the  political 
branches.  Under  Section  1  of  the  amendment  Congress  is  empowered  to 
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adopt  the  stateaent,  to  asend  it  and,  under  liaited  circumstances,  to 
exceed  and  to  waive  it.  Furthenaore,  the  same  section  commits  to  the 
Congress  and  the  President  the  duty  of  ensuring  that  ^^ultal  outlays  do 
not  exceed  those  in  the  statement.  Thus  a  court  might  conclude  that 
matters  pertaining  to  the  contents  of  the  statement,  in  particular  the 
economic  assumptions  which  underlie  it,  are  committed  to  the  other 
branches. 

Justice  Powell's  second  and  third  inquiries  lead  even  more  strongly 
tp  a  conclusion  that  courts  should  stay  out.  Economic  forecasting  seems 
to  lie  ''beyond  areas  of  judicial  expertise"  and  in  elaborating  on  the 
meaning  of  prudential  concerns.  Justice  Powell  stressed  the  need  to 
avoid  situations  where  "multlfarloiu  pronouncements  by  various  depart- 
ments on  one  question"  could  embarrass  the  government  and  undermine 
mutual  respect  among  the  three  branches. 

About  the  best  that  the  amendment's  critics  can  do  on  the  political 
question  front  is  to  say  that  examples  of  the  doctrine  are  rare,  and 
that  it  probably  would  not  bar  all  litigation.  The  New  York  City  Bar 
Association  Committee's  July  1982  letter  to  Senator  Baucus  states,  in 
part,  "Vhile  it  ia  very  difficult  to  characterize  political  ^ueationa  in 
leneril  tema  >  we  aerioualy  doubt  that  all  queatioaa  ariaing  under  the 
Proposed  budget-btUncing  ameadiftfcat  would  be  held  to  be  political.  ■  ■  ." 
128  Cong.  Rec.  S9555  (Auguat  2,  1982).  That  is  something  less  than  an 
iron-clad  guarantee  of  floods  of  litigation.   (The  letter  does  not  cite, 
let  alone  analyze,  the  several  opinions  in  Goldwater  v.  Carter.) 
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3)   Misunderstanding  Standing. 

Hany  Senators  who  participated  in  the  recent  debate  on  a  Balanced 
Budget  Anendinent  alluded  to  suits  which  would  be  brought  by  a  vast  group 
of  potential  plaintiffs  including  Congressmen,  taxpayers  and  citizens. 
Examination  of  the  Supresie  Court's  treatment  of  plaintiffs'  "standing" 
to  sue  -  particularly  decisions  of  the  post-Warren  Court  -  leads  to  the 
conclusion  that  most  of  these  plaintiffs  would  be  thrown  out  of  court 
summarily  on  the  ground  that  they  lacked  standing. 

Although  the  concept  of  standing  is  frequently  described  as  "confused" 
prisuirily  by  those  who  irould  like  to  see  it  abandoned  -  some  elements  of 
the  doctrine  are  relatively  clear.  In  particular  the  Court  has  consis- 
tently rejected  'claims  of  citizen  standing.  Recent  decisions  emphasize 
the  constitutional  underpinnings  of  this  refusal  to  allow  citizens  to 
function  as  private  attorneys  general:  Article  Ill's  limitation  of  the 
Judicial  power  to  cases  and  controversies  requires  that  a  plaintiff 
allege  iajuxy   in  fact,  which,  in  turn,  requires  that  the  plaintiff 
assert  more  than  "the  generalized  interest  of  all  citizens  in  constitu- 
tional government,"  Schlesinger  v.  Reservists  Committee  to  Stop*  the  Wisr. 
418  U.S.  208,  217  (1974). 

Justice  Rehnquist  recently  summarized  the  Court's  position  on 
citizen  standing  as  follows: 

"This  Court  repeatedly  has  rejected  claims  of  standing  predicated 
on  'the  right,  possessed  by  every  citizen,  to  require  that  the 
Government  be  administered  according  to  law.  .  .  . '  Such 
claims  amount  to  little  more  than  attempts  *to  employ  a  federal 
court  AB   a  forum  in  trhich  to  air  .  .  .  generalized  grievances 
about  the  conduct  of  government.'" 

Valley  Forge  Christian  College  v.  Americans  United  for  Separation  of 
Church  and  State.  102  S.Ct.  752,  764  (1982)  (citations  omitted). 
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As  to  suits  by  aeabers  of  Congress,  the  standing  issues  become  more 
complex,  but  clear  indicetioos  of  how  the  courts  irould  handle  such  cases 
can  be  found.  Host  of  the  caselaw  on  (federal)  legislators'  standing 
has  developed  in  the  Court  of  Appeals  for  the  District  of  Columbia 
Circuit.  During  the  early  1970* s  that  court  appeared  to  be  developing  a 
broad  concept  of  legislator  standing,  relying  on  plaintiffs'  interest  in 
the  legislative  process,  e.g..  Mitchell  v.  Laird.  488  r.2d  611  (D.C.  Cir 
1973).  Ho«iever,  in  recent  cases  the  court  has  recognized  that  such  a 
doctrine  could  turn  legislators  into  roving  attorneys  general  able  to 
challenge  any  govemmeatal  illegality.  The  current  standard  appears  to 
be  that  a  legislator  must  show  that  his  ability  the  vote  has  been  nulli- 
fied, see,  e.g..  Harrington  v.  Bush.  553  r.2d  190  (D.C.  Cir.  1977). 

Even  under  this  standard,  it  is  possible  that  legislators  would 
have  standing  to  challenge  some  executive  breaches  of  the  amendment. 
However,  to  the  extent  their  grievances  were  %rith  cQagtcflsioaal  action, 
or  inaction,  it  is  not  clear  whether  individual  legislators  irould  ever 
have  standing.  Chief  Judge  Wright,  in  a  1979  concurring  opinion,  stated 
that  "^^here  Congres*  itself,  and  not  the  Executive,  renders  an  individual 
legislator's  vote  ineffective,  the  courts  have  no  role."  Goldwater  v. 
Carter.  617  F.2d  697,  712  (D.C.  Cir.),  vacated,  444  U.S.  996  (1979) 
(concurring  opinion).  In  sum,  legislators  might  well  have  standing  to 
enforce  the  amendment  in  limited  circumstances.  The  extent  of  such 
circumstances  is  not  clear,  but  to  suggest  it  resembles  a  flood  is 
neither  accurate  nor  helpful. 

The  most  extensive  discussion  of  standing  decisions  during  the 
Senate  debate  occurred  in  connection  %rith  the  question  of  tas^ayer 
suits.  Many  Senators  discussed  the  decision  in  flast  v.  Cohen.  392  U.S. 
83  (1968),  which  .dealt  with  taxpayer  suits  against  federal  officials  for 
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aolations  of  the  Constitution.  Senators  eaphasized  Flsst's  double 
aexus  test  -  that  "a  taxpayer  will  be  a  proper  party  to  allege  the 
unconstitutionality  only  of  exercises  of  the  taxing  and  spending  clause 
of  Art.  1;  §  8,  of  the  Constitution,**  and  that  plaintiffs  aust  "show 
that  the  challenged  enactaent  exceeds  specific  constitutional  liaitations 
upon  the  exercise  of  the  taxing  and  spending  power  and  not  siaply  that 
the  enactaent  is  generally  beyond  the  powers  delegated  to  Congress  by 
Art.  1,  S  8.** 

The  notion  that  Flast  was  the  controlling  precedent  in  this  area 
was  reinforced  toward  the  close  of  the  debate  by  frequent  references  to 
testiaony  before  the  House  Judiciary  Co—ittee  by  Professor  Lawrence 
Tribe  of  the  Harvard  Law  School.  Because  of  the  source  and  because  of 
the  proainence  which  it  assuaed  in  the  debate,  the  relevant  portion  of 
this  testiaony  is  set  forth  in  its  entirety: 

**?.  Constitutional  provision  should  not  foster  an  laperial 
Judiciary. 

Constitutional  provisions  affiraativBly  eapowerlag  govern^ 
aent  action,  and  those  aecurlng  apecified  iadlTidual  righti 
agaijist  governacnt,  aay  be  judicially  enforced  without  neces- 
sarily fequiring  asaertioiu  of  judicial  power  C^  saaage  the 
fiscal  operations  of  gov^tumenz.     Judicial  enforccnent  of  the 
propoied  Balanced  Budget  Aaendaent  ta   coatrast,  would  neces- 
sarily plunge  Judgea  Ukto   tbc  heart  of  the  taxing  «pcadliig 
tod  bud gets  17  pToceia   As  Senator  Norton  put  it  in  Uie  other 
chaabcr  aeveral  days  ago,  this  threat  that  we  are  vastly 
in creasing  the  power  of  th«  Judiciary   that  we  are  inviting 
the  Judiciary  i^to  the  buaineas  of  writing  budgets  for  the 
f^cople  of  the  Untied  States  *  ia  a  threat  [even]  more  grave 
than  [that]  of  .   .  Pretidential  lapoundaeot  .  .  . , '  Cong. 
Rec.  S9393  (July  29,  1982).   He  noted  the  'paridox  .  .  .  that 
e  mtaber  of  ffeabers  who  have  aast  fiercely  opposed  the  inter- 
vention of  the  Judiciary  into  [btuiag,  prayer  and  other 
'social  issues']  sboold  not  have  proposed  an  aaendaent  which 
is  likely  ...  to  add  to  the  legislative  authority  of  the 
Federal  courts.'  Id. 

The  Seaete  aoaathaless  defeated  Senator  Gorton's  proposed 
liait  on  Judicial  review  under  the  Balanced  Budget  Aaendaent  - 
a  narrow  liait,  at  that  -  by  a  vote  of  SI  to  45.  Cong.  Rec. 
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S9407  (July  29,  1982).   Before  that  vote,  Senator  Heflin  had 
noted  that  not  even  the  Gorton  Amendinent  could  keep  'State 
courts  fr<iai  getting  involved.'   Id.  at  S9400-01.   Senator 
Hatch  had  expressed  the  view  that,  if  'Congress  itself  ignores' 
the  Balanced  Budget  Aaendnent,  'flembers  ot   Congress  would  - 
and  should  -  "have  atandiug  on  the  basis  of]  be log  foreclosed 
from  perfonalag  th£ir  duties  as  Meobers  of  that  body,'  leading 
to  what  may  [be  a  u^ticiable  issue.'   Id.  at  9404.   Senator 
Hatch  opposed  the  Gortoa  AiaeadiaeDt  because  it  could  change  all 
that.   Senator  Thuraoad  had  expressed  fear  that  the  Gorton 
Aaendment  could  also  'have  the  unfortunate  effect  of  pre- 
cluding a  legitimate  lawsuit  by  a  citizen  with  udicial  staod- 
ing  who  waats  to  chaXl^n^^^  the  constitutionality  of  the  fail- 
ure to  Congress  to  obey  the  provlsioas  of  Senate  Joint  Resol- 
ution 58.'   Id.  at  9406.   Without  an  explicit  limit  on  jud- 
icial revlev  the  Senate  vaa   reminded  vould-be  recipients  of 
outlays  halted  pursuant  to  the  Balanced  Budget  Anendment  could 
surely  go  to  court  to  challenge  any  such  cut- off i  See  Cong. 
Rec.  S9405  (Sen  Bunpets)   a ad  federal  taxpayers  claLuiAg  that 
Congress  was  raising  and  speading  taxe^  ii^  violation  of  the 
new  nAoendi&ent ' 3  express  restrictious  on  the  spending  and 
taxing  powers  of  Coagress  could  certainly  obtain  standing 
under  Flast  v.  Cohcp,  392  U,S.  83  103-04  (1968).   See  Cong. 
Rec.  at  $9394  (Sen.  Gorton).   In  the  face  of  Senator  Bunpers' 
unrebutted  suggestion  that  defeat  of  the  Gorton  AmcDdment 
would  virtually  assure  a  degree  of  judicial  intrusion  well 
beyond  that  conte«pl*ted  by  the  Senate  Iteport  (at  62-66),  see 
Cong.  Rec.  at  S9405,  the  Senate  defeated  the  Gorton  alter- 
native . 

The  dileniM  for  the  sponsors  of  the  Balanced  Budget 
Aaendment  is  an  enomous  one.   If  it  were  indeed  as  'self- 
enforcing  and  self -monitoring'  as  they  asaert^  Senate  Report 
at  66^  then  the  need  for  it  -  a  need  premised  entirely  upon 
the  supposed  necessity  of  'external  constraint  '  id.  at  42, 
7S   would  vanish.   If  as  seffins  more  plausible,  it  is  not 
oi««ningfully  self-enforcingj  see  Farts  3^4  suprst,  then 
there  is  no  way  to  make  it  work  without  compelling  the  jud- 
iciary to  take  on  the  task  of  budget-iuater  creating  evils  at 
least  as  great  as  those  the  budget -balaacer^  hope  to  solve." 

128  Cong.  Rec.  S9618  (August  3,  1982). 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  only  case  which  Professor  Tribe  cites 
in  his  discussion  of  standing  is  Flast  v.  Cohen.  However,  on  January  12, 
1982  the  Suprene  Court  dealt  «rith  the  issue  of  taxpayer  standing  in 
Valley  Forge  Christian  College  v.  Aaericans  United  for  Separation  of 
Church  and  State.  102  S.Ct.  752.  A  majority  held  that  taxpayers  lacked 
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standing  to  challenge  actions  by  the  executive  branch  in  disposing  of 
surplus  govemnent  property  to  a  school  with  religious  affiliations. 
The  Court  found  that  the  plaintiffs  could  not  satisfy  the  first  Flast 
nexus  because  they  were  challenging  executive,  rather  than  congressional 
action.  The  court  reasoned,  in  the  alternative,  that  the  action  in 
question  was  not  an  exercise  of  the  spending  power  but  of  the  separate 
power  to  dispose  of  the  property  of  the  United  States. 

Valley  Forge  is  isiportant  in  several  respects.   First,  by  refusing 
to  extend  Flast  to  the  area  of  challenges  to  the  executive  it  cuts  off 
■any  of  the  suits  trhich  were  predicted  during  the  senate  debate.  Second, 
the  thrust  of  the  opinion  is  clearly  hostile  to  Flast.  suggesting  that 
the  aajority  is  laying  the  ground  work  for  overruling  that  case.  Justice 
Rehnquist  began  his  analysis  not  by  citing  Flast  at  all  but  by  dis- 
cussing at  soae  length  the  1923  case  of  Frothinghaa  v.  Mellon  262  U.S. 
447.  He  characterized  Flast  as  an  "exception"  to  the  Frothinghaa  prin- 
ciple, which  Mist  be  applied  rigorously.  Finally,  the  dissenting  opin- 
ions of  both  Justice  Brennan  and  Justice  Stevens  stress  that  Flast 
should  best  be  read  as  cttablishing  a  special  rule  for  standing  in  the 
context  of  asserted  violations  of  the  First  Aaendaeat.  According  to 
Justice  Brennan,  "the  two-pronged  'nexus'  test  offered  by  the  Court, 
despite  its  general  language,  is  best  understood  as  'a  deteiainant  of 
standing  of  plaintiffs  alleging  only  injury  as  taxpayers  who  challenge 
alleged  violations  of  the  Establishaent  and  Free  Exercise  Clauses  of  the 
First  AaeadBeat,'  and  not  as  a  general  stateaent  of  standing  principles." 
Id.  at  777.  Thus  neither  the  Tribe  testimony  nor  those  who  relied  upon 
it  discussed  at  all  the  aost  recent  and  highly  relevant  Suprcsw  Court 
decision  in  the  area  of  taxpayer  standing.  Neither  did  the  letter  froa 
the  New  York  City  Bar  Association  to  Senator  Baucus. 
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4)   Should  the  Ameadaent  Deal  With  the  Role  of  the  Courts? 

As  the  preceding  analysis  suggests,  predictions  of  a  flood  of 
litigation  seen  largely  unfounded.  On  the  other  hand,  several  Senators 
stated  during  the  recent  debate  that  the  courts  ought  to  be  available, 
in  soae  instances,  to  enforce  the  balanced  budget  process.  See,  e.g. , 
128  Cong.  Rec.  S9399  (July  29,  1982)  (Senator  Heflin);  see  S.  Rep. 
No.  97-151,  97th  Cong.,  1st  Sess.  65-66  (1981).  Whatever  view  one  takes 
of  the  OMtter  it  would  sees  that  Congress  should,  as  the  Senate  did, 
address  the  role  of  the  courts  during  consideration  of  the  anendment 
itself.  There  are  four  basic  options: 

(1)  Bar  judicial  enforcaent  in  the  text  of  the  aaendoient; 

(2)  Specify  and  lisiit  judicial  enforcenent; 

(3)  Say  nothing,  leaving  the  issue  to  be  worked  out  by  the  courts; 

(4)  Authorize  Congress  to  deal  with  the  issue  in  isiplementing 
legiilatlon. 

The  first  option  is  clearly  undesirable.  As  indicated,  sone  jud- 
icial enforceaent  nay  well  be  necessary  to  keep  the  process  honest  in 
extrene  circuawtances ,  such  as  a  decision  by  Congress  and  the  President 
to  ignore  it  altogether.   It  is  interesting  to  note  that  Senator  Gorton 
considered  such  a  bar,  but  rejected  it.   See  128  Cong.  Rec.  S9394 
(July  29,  1982). 

Instead,  Senator  Gorton  proposed  an  exaaple  of  the  second  option: 
liaiting  the  availability  of  judicial  enforieaent  to  cases  involving  the 
aeaning  of  teras  in  the  aaendaent  or  cases  arising  under  any  iaple- 
aenting  legislation.   Id.  at  S9392.  The  probleas/^with  any  delineation 
approach  are  twofold.  To  begin  with  there  is  the  question  whether  it 
eabraces  the  "right"  class  of  cases:  those  which  the  spirit  of  the 
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ameadmenc  suggests  ought  to  be  adjudicated.   Furthemore,  whatever 
categories  of  cases  are  included  are  frozen  into  the  Constitution.   If 
subsequent  experience  suggests  that  the  lines  so  drawn  are  either  too 
broad  or  too  narrow  Congress'  hands  are  tied. 

The  Judiciary  Cnswiittee  opted  for  the  third  approach.  The  Coa- 
Bd.ttee  reasoned  that  doctrines  such  as  standing  and  political  questions 
would  prevent  any  flood  of  litigation,  and  that  the  courts  would  be 
available  to  solve  any  aajor  probleas  which  did  arise.  However,  the 
second  conclusion  does  not  follow  froa  the  first.  The  '*big"  cases,  for 
exaaple,  an  outright  thwarting  of  the  aaendoient  by  Congress  and  the 
President,  Bd.ght  be  thrown  out  as  non- justiciable.  Alternatively,  if  a 
flood  of  litigation  does  aaterialize,  any  effort  by  Congress  to  deal 
with  it  would  run  squarely  into  the  coaplex  and  unresolved  issues  of 
Congress'  power  over  federal  court  jurisdictioa. 

These  critiques  of  thm   first  three  options  lead  to  the  conclusion 
that  language  in  the  aaendaent  authorizing  Congress  to  deal  with  the 
issue  Bay  be  the  best  solution.   It  addresses  the  problesi,  unlike  the 
CoaHd.ttee^  approach,  but  retains  flexibility,  unlike  the  first  two 
options.  A  possible  version  of  such  language  is  section  6  of  the  Busipers 
substitute  aaendaent,  debated  on  August  3. 

''Section  6.  Except  to  the  extent  provided  in  legislation 
enacted  by  the  Congress  jfter  the  effective  date  of  this 
Article,  tbe  judiciil  power  of  th«  United  States  shall  not 
extend  to  that  part  of  any  case,  controversy  clalA  or  defense 
arlsiAf  luider  or  based  in  whole  or  iA  part  on  this  article, 
AAr  shall  that  part  of  any  case,  controversy  cIaIb  or  defense 
arising  und«r  or  based  in  whole  or  in  part  on  this  article 
be  entertained  or  considered  by  any  court  of  the  Uoited  States 
or  of  any  State.**  12B  Cong.  Rec.  S9671  (Aucust  3,  1992). 

This  language  can  be  criticised  as  blocking  all  litigation  unless 
Congress  acts.  However,  it  is  likely  that  Congress  would  consider 
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judidal  issues  «s  part  of  any  initial  iaplaaenting  legislation.  Cer- 
tainly alternative  fomilations  can  be  devised.  For  ezaaple,  one  night 
paraphrase  Article  III  and  provide  that  the  judicial  po«rer  shall  extend 
to  cases  and  controversies  arising  under  the  aaendaent  with   such  "excep- 
tions and  regulations'*  as  Congress  Bay  provide.   (However,  this  could, 
in  turn,  lead  into  debates  over  the  extent  of  the  exception  power!)  The 
iaportant  question  in  irtiether  the  fourth  option  is  the  best  approach. 
In  siy  view,  it  is. 

Conclusion. 

The  issue  of  the  role  of  the  courts  under  a  Balanced  Budget  Ainendflient 
raises  questions  for  which  there  are  no  easy  answers.  That  is  precisely 
why  I  take  issue  with  the  facile  critics  who  predict  confidently  a  flood 
of  litigation.  In  the  end,  one  snist  analyze  the  cases  and  exercise  a 
lawyer's  judgaent  as  to  what  the  courts  will  do.   In  ny  judgment,  it  is 
■ore  likely  than  not  that  the  courts  will  turn  away  any  amy  of  plaintiffs, 
should  such  an  amy  oMterialize.  Nonetheless,  authorizing  Congress  to 
deal  with  judicial  enforcesMnt  Bay  be  desirable,  Bore  in  order  to  permit 
litigation  than  to  prevent  it. 
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American  Enterprise  Institute  for  Pubuc  Poucy  Research, 

Washington,  D.C,  December  gf,  1982, 

Hon.  Pete  Domenici, 

U^.  Senate, 
Washington,  D.C 

Dear  Pete:  This  letter  responds  to  your  letter  of  September  24.  Please  excuse  our 
delay  in  responding,  but  discussions  with  your  staff  indicated  that  it  was  your  intent 
to  have  input  into  the  approaching  deliberations  on  the  1984  Budget  We  wanted 
our  response  to  reflectrecent  developments  so  as  not  to  be  overtaken  by  events. 

As  you  know,  the  American  Enterprise  Institute,  being  tax-exempt,  does  not  take 
an  institutional  position  on  policy  issues.  That  does  not,  however,  restrain  our  schol- 
ars ^m  voicing  their  opinions.  To  reply  to  your  letter,  I  have  asked  several  mem- 
bers of  our  staff  to  provide  their  views  on  a  number  of  budget-related  matters. 

Enclosed  you  will  find: 

Attachment  1.  Two  recent  testimonies  on  budget  process  by  Rudy  Penner.  One  of 
these  was  given  before  your  committee.^ 

Attachment  2.  A  memo  by  Rudy  Penner  on  the  deficit  problem  and  related  mat^ 
ters. 

Attachment  3.  Letters  from  Herbert  Stein  and  William  Fellner  supplementing  the 
Penner  memo. 

Attachment  4.  A  paper  by  Jack  Meyer  on  budget  policies  related  to  health. 

Attachment  5.  A  paper  by  Denis  Doyle  on  budget  strategies  toward  education. 

Attachment  6.  A  paper  by  John  Weicher  on  recent  and  potential  budget  strategies 
related  to  housing. 

I  hope  that  the  enclosures  are  helpful.  If  we  can  be  of  assistance  in  any  other 
way,  including  the  provision  of  briefings  to  you  and/or  your  staff,  please  let  me 
know. 

Yours  sincerely, 

William  J.  Baroody,  President 

Enclosures. 


'See  Bfr.  Peimer's  testimony  before  this  committee  begimiing  at  p.  97. 
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American  EnterpHse  Institute  —  AttacJwent  1 

REFOMJIHG   THE    BUDGET   PROCESS 

RUDOLPH   6.    PENHER 
Aa«rican  Ent«rprls«   Institute 

S«pt«mb«r    14,    1982 

I  would  lik«  to  thank  th«  Conltt**  for  this  opportunity 
to  tsstlfy. 

Th«  tsstiaony  rsflscts  my  own  personal  opinions  and  doas 
not  nscasssrily  raflsct  th«  vlaws  of  th«  staff,  advisory  panals* 
officars.  or  trustaas  of  tha  Amarlcan  Entarprisa  Instituta. 

Tha  congrassional  budgat  procass  has  baan  operating  undar 
conditions  of  aztrama  durass.   Thara  wara  timas  this  yaar  whan 
I  had  soma  doubt  that  It  would  survlva.   Tha  fact  that  wa  hava 
a  budgat  resolution  and  that  a  larga  portion  of  tha  daflcit- 
raduclng  alamants  of  that  resolution  has  been  enacted  Into  legislation 
Is  testimony  to  the  strength  of  the  process  and  tha  leadership 
exercised  by  this  committee,  other  members  of  Congress,  and  the 
Administration. 

Some  blame  the  difficulties  of  this  year  on  flaws  in  tha 
process.   I  do  not.   Needless  to  say.  the  process  is  not  perfect, 
but  I  believe  that  the  problems  of  this  year  and  tha  time  consuming 
nature  of  the  deliberations  are  more  a  reflection  of  the  fundamental 
difficulties  of  the  decisions  that  had  to  be  made  than  they  are 
a  reflection  of  important  flaws  in  the  decision  making  process. 

Choosing  among  conflicting  goals  is  always  excruciating. 
Prior  to  the  invention  of  the  process.  Congress  did  not  have  an 

•This  test  lawny  does  not  necessarily  reflect  the  views  of  the  staff,  advisory 
panels,  officers,  or  trustees  of  the  AsMrican  Enterprise  Institute. 
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ad«quac«  mechanism  for  making  such  cholcss.   ObTlously,  If  difficult 
choices  sre  not  msde  sxpllclt,  decision  making  Is  easier,  but 
considerably  less  rational.   Consequently,  the  drafters  of  the 
1974  Act  knew  that  they  were  making  decision  making  more  difficult. 
Just  as  it  should  be. 

I  doubt,  however,  that  the  Inventors  of  the  process  ever 
Imagined  that  things  would  be  as  difficult  as  they  turned  out  to 
be  this  year.   The  problems  that  emerged  stemmed  from  the  legislative 
actions  of  1981.   Vhlle  I  agreed  with  the  goals  of  those  actions 
and  vhlle  the  goals — higher  defense  spending,  higher  private 
capital  formation,  lower  Inflation,  lower  marginal  tax  rates, 
lower  non-defense  spending  and  lower  deficits— were  not  logically 
Inconsistent,  the  Administration  and  the  Congress  got  their  numbers 
vrong.   The  enacted  reduction  In  long-run  revenues  was  far  In 
excess  of  the  prospects  for  lover  long-run  spending,  and  massive 
long-run  deficits  became  Ingrained  In  any  reasonable  budget  projections. 

That  left  the  Congress  only  vlth  unpleasant  choices.   Some  of 
the  tax  cut  had  to  be  taken  back  and  programs  had  to  be  cut  further. 
Given  the  excruciating  nature  of  the  decisions  that  had  to  be 
made,  a  remarkable  portion  of  the  structural  deficit  problem  has 
been  eliminated  by  the  tax  actions  and  the  spending  cuts  already 
enacted.   The  fact  that  these  decisions  could  be  undertaken  In  a 
recession  vhlch  coincided  vlth  an  election  year  tells  me  that  the 
process  Is  Indeed  very  powerful  and  not  at  all  riddled  vlth  veaknesses. 
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Unfortunately,  a  large  deficit  problem  remains.   The  process 
will  be  under  extreme  duress  again  next  year  although  a  recovering 
economy  and  the  absence  of  an  election  should  make  things  a  bit 
easier.   They  vlll,  however,  be  far  from  pleasant. 

I  think  that  It  would  be  a  big  mistake  to  try  to  make  fundamental 
changes  In  the  process  while  it  Is  under  such  duress.   There  are 
a  number  of  reasons  for  this  Judgment: 

1.  As  already  noted,  I  think  that  there  Is  a  tendency  to 
confuse  problems  which  arise  from  weaknesses  In  the  process  with 
problems  which  arise  from  the  Inherent  difficulty  attached  to  the 
decisions  that  have  to  be  made.   I  am  not  sure  that  I  can  sort 
out  these  problems  myself.   For  example,  it  is  not  clear  to  me 
how  much  blame  for  the  time  consuming  nature  of  the  process  should 
be  attached  to  each  problem.   Under  these  conditions,  there  is  a 
high  probability  of  making  mistakes.   I  have  considerable  confidence 
that  having  made  considerable  progress  this  year,  we  shall  be  able 
to  resolve  a  considerable  portion  of  the  remaining  deficit  problem 
in  the  deliberations  over  the  1984  budget.   There  is  a  very  good 
chance  that  things  will  become  much  easier  for  the  1985  and  future 
budgets  and  that,  in  my  view,  is  the  time  to  amend  the  process. 

2.  The  current  duress  is  not  without  some  benefit.   It  is 
subjecting  the  process  to  the  severest  test  Imaginable.   Under  those 
conditions  we  are  learning  more  about  what  is  good  and  what  is 

bad  about  the  process.   I  think  that  we  shall  learn  a  great  deal 


Digitized  by 


Google 


aorc  a«zt  jcar.   Ve  can  aakc  3se  of  that  kaovlcdge  la  oae  caayrahamal^c 
set  of  aaaadaaata  and  I  thiak  that  a  oaa  sta?  aaaadaaat  procaas 
vovld  b«  7r<farabl«  to  the  tvo  step  procasa  that  alght  otharvisa 
bo  aacossarj. 

3.   I  vo«14  aot  aafca  tha  prarlooa  tvo  potato  if  the  procaaa 
had  bacoaa  laflazlbla.   lot  ve  have  shova  that  va  caa  aaka  asafal 
chaagoo  vlthla  tha  conflaes  of  corraat  lav.   The  racoaclllatioa 
process  has  baea  has  baaa  reforaolatad  and  has  bacoaa  a  davlca  for 
laposlBf  sarara  budget  dlsclpliaa.   There  is  pleaty  vroag  with 
reconcillatloB  and  I  aa  not  sore  that  I  voold  like  to  see  it  oaad 
annually.   lut  under  the  very  special  clrcuastaaces  praralllag  over 
the  last  tvo  years*  it  has  been  a  Taluable,  and  perhaps,  aa  ltt~ 
dlspensible  tool.   Ue  have  also  pragaatlcally  altered  the  lapllcatloaa 
of  the  first  and  second  resolutions.   Before  this  year  I  favored 
having  only  one  resolution  in  the  spring  and  aaking  it  binding.   I 
nov  believe  that  tha  approach  taken  this  year  is  preferable.   It 
puts  the  second  resolution  into  effect  unless  the  Congress  decides 
othervise.   This  procedure  saves  tiae  in  ordinary  years*  but  leavea 
a  foraal  procedure  and  schedule  in  place  for  aaking  changes  if 
economic  conditions  or  priorities  change  significantly  over  the 
course  of  the  suaaer. 

Although  I  vould  prefer  that  no  aajor  legislative  action  be 
undertaken  vith  respect  to  the  budget  process  in  1982  and  1983, 
a  problem  has  emerged  vhich  tfareatena  tha  process  and  could  create 
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•noraous  difficulties  for  ration«l  decision  making.   Thst  thrsat 
sceas  from  tha  popularity  of  a  budget-balancing  constitutional 
aaendaent. 

It  is  easy  to  understand  the  appeal  of  the  aaendaent.   I, 
in  fact,  believe  the  proposition  upon  vhich  it  is  based.   That  is 
that  present  declsion-aaking  institutions  are  biased  in  that  they 
provide  higher  spending  and  deficit  levels  than  the  typical  voter 
desires.   I  do  not  believe,  however,  that  a  constitutional 
aaendaent  vould  correct  this  bias  and  Indeed,  it  is  easy  to  iaaglne 
cases  in  vhich  the  bias  would  be  strengthened. 

I  have  twice  testified  against  the  aaendaent  before  the 
Judiciary  Coaaittee  and  shall  not  repeat  the  arguaents  here. 
Whatever  one  believes  about  the  desirability  and  ultiaate  effects 
of  the  aaendaent,  however,  it  is  hard  to  deny  that  it  would  subject 
the  budget  process  to  far  aore  pressure  and  the  process  would,  by 
necessity,  becoae  far  aore  coaplez  and  tiae  consuaing  than  it  is 
today. 

Because  of  the  potential  probleas,  it  is  iaportant  to  experiaent 
with  soae  of  the  concepts  eabodied  in  the  aaendaent  long  before  it 
is  put  into  the  constitution.   I  would  like  to  think  of  a  legislative 
approach  to  the  problea  as  a  substitute  for  the  aaendaent,  that 
is  to  say,  as  an  approach  that  would  aake  the  aaendaent  unnecessary. 
As  a  second  choice,  I  would  like  to  see  the  aaendaent  tried  as 
legislation  for  a  few  years  so  that  the  practical  flaws  becoae 
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apparent  before  we  constltutionaliza  the  approach.   I  strongly 
believe  that  such  an  ezperiaent  would  uncover  such  grave  practical 
difficulties  that  the  amendment  would  become  far  less  appealing. 
But,  if  such  an  amendment  is  to  be  ratified,  it  will  be  particularly 
important  to  have  experimented  with  a  legislative  variant  so  that 
we  learn  how  to  implement  the  amendment  and  minimize  the  number 
of  instances  in  which  future  budgets  violate  the  constitution. 

A  number  of  members  of  this  committee  have  suggested  a 
legislative  approach  which  has  considerable  appeal.   I  should  say 
at  the  beginning  that  I  believe  that  the  practical  problems  of 
legislating  a  balanced  budget  and  a  spending  limit  are  identical 
to  the  problems  of  constitutionalizing  such  goals,  but  legislation 
can  be  more  easily  modified  over  time  as  we  uncover  one  booby 
trap  after  another.   More  important,  we  would  eliminate  the 
disrupting  influence  of  constitutional  crises  which  would  be  sure 
to  emerge  under  the  amendment  approach.   But  I  would  not  favor  all 
components  of  the  legislative  approach  if  the  threat  of  an  amendment 
did  not  exist. 

There  are,  however,  two  elements  of  the  proposed  approach 
which  would  be  desirable  even  if  the  constitutional  amendment  had 
never  been  invented.   The  req:uirement  of  a  three-fifths  vote  to  waive 
the  spending  ceiling  on  revenue  flow  contained  in  the  budget 
resolution  has  much  appeal.   It  increases  discipline  and  so 
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countars  the  prevlously-aantionad  bias  toward  higher  then  desirable 
spending  and  deficit  levels. 

The  proposal  that  House  and  Senate  Budget  Coraittees  and  the 
Administration  prepare  budgets  based  on  a  coraonly  agreed  set  of 
assumptions  is  also  very  important.   It  would  greatly  reduce  the 
confusion  present  in  past  budget  debates  when  it  was  hard  to 
differentiate  differences  in  spending  and  receipts  targets  that 
stemmed  from  differenced  in  policies  from  those  that  stemmed  from 
differences  in  assumptions.   I  think  that  the  experience  of  this 
year  showed  that  using  common  assumptions  during  the  budget 
negotiations  made  a  very  difficult  process  somewhat  easier. 

In  the  absence  of  an  amendment,  I  would  not  favor  the  requirements 
that  the  President  and  Congress  prepare  a  balanced  budget  every 
year  as  one  option  and  that  a  scenario  be  provided  to  redjuce 
spending  to  20  percent  of  6NP  over  the  longer  term.   Such  exercises 
would  serve  a  very  useful  educational  role  and  therefore,  I  must 
admit  that  they  have  some  appeal.   But  they  would,  if  done  seriously — 
and  that  is  the  only  way  to  do  them— be  very  time  consuming  and 
complicate  an  already  complex  procedure.   I  doubt  if  the  benefit- 
cost  ratio  of  such   exercises  is  greateir  than  one.   However*  with 
the  threat  of  a  constitutional  amendment  hanging  over  our  head, 
it  is  probably  important  to  do  such  things.   The  value  of  the 
exercifee's  educational  function  has  suddenly  risen,  because  it 
will  either  illustrate  the  futility  of  the  amendment  approach  or 
help  us  to  learn  how  to  live  with  an  amendment  should  one  be  ratified. 
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MPJORAMDlll 

TO:       Senator  Doaenld 

FROM:     Rudy  Penner  |L<^ 

SUBJECT:  Budget  Process  and  Budget  Policy 

Budget  Process 

I  am  enclosing  tiro  testimonies  on  the  budget  process.  The  version 
given  before  your  rnwfttee  responds  to  those  questions  raised  In  your 
letter  on  which  I  have  definite  views.  The  version  given  before  the 
House  Budget  CoaDd.ttee  Is  very  slallar  but  responds  to  soae  sllglhtly 
different  questions  raised  by  Chairman  Jones. 

Budget  Policy 

The  legislative  actions  taken  during  1982  made  a  vitally  Important 
contribution  toward  reducing  an  explosive  and  somewhat  frightening 
deficit  problem.  However,  a  major  deficit  problem  remains. 

As  you  so  well  know,  any  projections  of  future  deficits  is  very 
sensitive  to  the  economic  assiMptlons  used,  but  assmlng  a  fairly  healthy 
non-lnflatlonary  recovery  (I  would  be  pleased  to  give  your  staff  the 
details.).  By  own  estimates  Imply  a  unified  deficit  equal  to  something 
over  5  percent  of  the  GNP  In  Fiscal  1983  or  $170  -  $180  billion.  My 
projections  for  1984  and  1985  Imply  deficits  between  4  and  5  percent  of 
the  GNP  or  In  the  range  of  $140  to  $190  billion  given  current  policies 
as  defined  by  the  fiscal  1983  budget  resolution. 

Economists  argue  a  lot  about  the  harm  done  by  deficits,  and  it 
cannot  be  argued  with  certainty  that  deficits  of  this  sixe  would  do 
great  harm.  But  the  very  fact  that  we  are  uncertain  about  their  effects 
Implies  that  we  are  taking  a  huge  risk  if  policies  are  not  changed. 

It  must  be  noted  that  such  deficits  are  very  large  relative  to 
anything  in  our  post-World  War  II  history.  It  is  particularly  disturbing 
that  the  deficit  remains  high  for  at  least  four  years  in  a  row  (1982-85). 
If  my  projections  are  correct,  the  deficits  Implied  by  current  policy 
over  the  period  will  overage  4.5  percent  of  the  GNP.  The  previous  four 
year  record  since  World  War  II  was  2.9  percent  in  the  period  1975-78. 
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There  are  other  ways  of  Illustrating  the  unusual  magnitude  of  the 
deficit.     The  diaaavlng  hy  the  Federal  governaent  will  absorb  almost  the 
entire  amount  of  aov^ings  by  Individuals  over  the  period.     That  leaves 
business  saving,   state  and  local  ««viog  and  foreign  saving  to  finance 
whatever  gross  private  lmre£d»etit  occurs.     After  allowing  for  depreciation 
the  deficits  may  be  equivalent  to  about  one-half  of  total  private  saving. 

Another  worry  stems  from  the  fact  that  in  a  typical  recovery  additional 
inventory  acctmiulation  and  fixed  private  investment  is  financed  in  sig- 
nificant measure  by  an  absolute  decline  in  the  Federal  deficit.     There 
will  be  little  or  no  decline  during  this  recovery. 

There  are  a  number  of  reasons  that  we  got  into  this  mess  in  the 
first  place       The  serlouanefla  of  the  recession  la  much  discussed  and  I 
shall  not  elaborate  on  the  point  here       it  1b  Imiwrtatit  to  note  tha#  the 
high  ecrpLoymeot  deficit  which  abstract b  from  the  effects  of  the  business 
cycle  also  rieeg  over  this  period.     In  large  part*   this  results  from  a 
favorable  developntetit.     Inflation  has  slowed  at  a  far  more  rapid  pace  than' 
the  President  promised  In  developing  hla  origloal  budg^et  plan.     This 
means  that  the  1981  refonoa  which  cut  marginal  personal  tax  rates  and 
Increased  depreciation  allovsnces  were  tiot  offset  by  Inflation  as  much 
as  was  expected  when  they  were  designed.     The  real  value  of  the  1981 
tax  cut  has  turned  out  to  be  much  greater  than  ptonlaed  when  it  was 
Implemented.     In  a  crude  way>  the  19S2  depreclatloci  changes  can  be  considered 
as  ^  correction  for  disinflation*  but  the  personal  tax  cuts  remain  largely 
Intact       Some  further  tax  action  con,   therefore j   be  rationalized  on  the 
basis  that  the  surprising  rate  of  disinflation  provided  unintended  tax  cuts. 

The  disinflation  also  raised  the  real  value  of  spending.     The 
indexing  of  social  programs  works  with  a  tloie  lag;  the  real  value  of 
interest  payments  on  past  debt  was  not  eroded  as  fast  as  expected;   and 
the  real  value  of  money  appropriations  turned  out  to  be  hi^er  than 
expected. 

The  end  result  shows  that  it  is  extremely  difftcult  to  adjtist  budget 
policies  to  disinflation.     Ever  since  the  beginning  of  the  Reagan  Administration, 
Executive  Branch  and  Congressional  budget  projections  hove  been  based  on 
eeoTiomic  aesi^nptlons  that  involve  Inflation  co&tlnulng  at  high  levels 
despite  the  fact  that  Mr    Volcker  has  toLd  us  very  clearly  that  the  fed 
intends  to  squeeze  Inflation  out  of  the  ecaootny.     Because  ve  hove  avoided 
facing  up  to  the  budget  fjtpllcations  of  disinflation,  our  budget  decisions 
have  been  seriously  flawed*     As  we  begin  considering  the  19 B4  budget  it 
is  esseatlsl  to  base  our  decisions  on  economic  assuiptlons  that  are  consistent 
with  the  clearly  enunciated  goals  of  the  Fed. 
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What  are  realistic  goals  for  the  deficit?  There  Is  no  serious  chance 
of  balancing  the  budget  over  the  198A-88  projection  period  unless  we 
abandon  monetary  policy's  crusade  against  Inflation.  But,  If  we  cannot 
abide  by  the  balanced  budget  rule.  Is  there  any  other  rule  that  tells  us 
when  deficits  are  definitely  too  high? 

I  would  like  to  propose  one  that  does  not  define  an  Ideal  deficit, 
but  instead  one  that  tells  us  when  the  size  of  the  deficit  becomes  very 
dangerous  for  the  long  run. 

I  believe  that  there  Is  cause  for  worry  whenever  the  deficit  exceeds 
the  Interest  bill  on  past  debt.  There  Is  a  tendency  in  the  lotig  run  for 
the  Interest  rate  to  approximate  the  rate  of  growth  of  the  Tsminal  CNF 
If  the  int^eat  rate  exactly  equals  the  growth  of  GNP  and  if  the  deficit 
exactly  e^nalfl  the  Interest  bill,  the  raCe  of  growth  of  the  oatstanding 
debt  equals  the  growth  of  GNP.  A  deficit  larger  than  the  interest  bill 
liiiplies  that  the  ratio  of  the  debt  to  GNP  grova  ab   does  the  ratio  of  the 
Interest  bill  to  Off   Under  these  clrcimatanceB  the  interest  Mil  becomes 
a  driving  force  in  outlays  and  If  the  situation  is  allowed  to  persist  the 
size  of  the  deficit  eventually  becomes  so  large  relative  to  GNP  that  there 
is  little  choice  but  to  sell  bonds  to  the  Fed  &nd   therefore  to  provoke 
rapidly  accelerating  inflation.  None  of  this  necesflarily  happens  for  a 
very  long  tiae  but  there  la  already  some  weak  evidence  of  the  phencnneiun 
In  our  recent  fiscal  history.  Between  fiscsl  197 A  and  fiscal  1982  the 
debt  held  by  the  public  rose  from  25.1  percent  to  about  30  percent  of  the 
GNP.  The  net  interest  bill  rose  from  1.6  percent  of  the  GNP  to  2.7  percent 
and  from  8.0  percent  of  outlays  to  11.4  percent. 

The  net  Interest  bill  in  fiscal  1985  will  be  about  $120  billion.  We 
should  certainly  get  the  on  plus  off-budget  deficit  below  this  level  and 
that  should  be  within  reach.  A  much  lower  deficit  would,  of  course,  be 
desirable,  but  I  an  now  discussing  a  ceiling  which  should  not  be  breached: 
except  in  e?!treme  clrcunistances,  Obvit>ualy  the  rule  has  aone  seriotis 
flaws.  There  is  the  grove  danger  that  it  will  be  misinterpreted  to  be 
a  goal  rather  than  a  celling  and  some  may  thln^  that  It  la  all  right  to 
allow  the  deficit  to  rise  whenever  interest  r^ates  rise-in  the  short  run. 
That  would  be  pferverse  to  say  the  least. 

The  rule  is  only  intended  to  indicate  the  maximim  fiscal  irresponsibility 
that  we  can  tolerate  in  the  long  run.  We  should  try  to  do  much  better. 

Another  rule  says  that  deficits  equal  to  the  amount  by  which  the 
outstanding  debt  is  eroded  by  inflation  are  permissible.  If  this  rule,  is 
followed,  the  absolute  real  value  of  the  debt  remains  constant.  I  have 
some  problems  with  this  rule  because  it  ii^plies  that  investors  are  always 
eager  to  maintain  the  real  value  of  their  holdings  of  Treasury  sacuritiaa 
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and  this  may  be  a  non  sequltur.  Hovcver,  I  shall  not  discuss  this  rule 
further  because  It  Implies  a  deficit  much  lower  than  any  that  we  shall 
see  for  a  very  long  time.  Even  satisfying  my  first  rule  will  not  be 
easy. 

How  might  we  do  It?  On  the  spending  side  there  are  only  a  few 
intportant  progrjsns   The  CBO  estimated  In  September  that  In  1985, 
odtJon^l  defense,  peualorte  and  medldare^  and  net  interest  will  equal 
76  percent  of  tot«L  outlays  under  current  policy.  If  other  entitlements 
such  as  medicaid  r  food  at  amps   azid  AFDC  are  added,  the  ratio  becomes 
B9  percent.  Put  slightly  differently^  the  course  of  future  spending  will 
largely  be  dependent  on  our  policies  tovard  defense  and  social  security 
including  medicare,  I  aastne  that  If  we  have  the  political  will  to  alter 
wclal  security  pensixina*  it  becomes  much  easier  to  also  reform  civil 
service  and  other  gpvernmeat  pensions. 

Defense  and  pensions  have  some  similar  characteristics.  Both  are 
hard  to  cut  la  the  very  shore  run.  In  defense  the  eaeleat  itoieto  cut 
quickly  are  personnel,  operatlot^^  tfaining  and  n&inteaance  but  military 
experts  h^cve  convinced  me  that  theae  are  the  things  that  ve  need  most. 
The  increafied  procurement  of  expensive  weapons  sysitena  inherent  In  the 
President  b  defense  plan  Is  much  more  dubious.  If  It  is  agreed  that 
theae  should  be  cut  back,  it  la  necessary  to  move  fjulckly  because  even 
now  It  vlll  be  hard  to  take  actLans  chat  h^ve  a  fiignlf leant  effect  on 
outlays  before  1985.  I  believe  that  we  should  not  rule  out  a  careful 
scrutiny  of  budget  authority  already  created  In  1981.  It  may  be  possible 
to  take  some  of  that  back.  But  even  If  outlays  ^cannot  be  lowered  greatly 
In  198A,  I  think  that  financial  markets  will  be  Impressed  If  the  defense 
path  can  be  lowered  In  1986  and  beyond.  If,  on  the  other  hand.  It  Is 
decided  that  we  really  need  all  of  those  weapons.  It  then  becomes  essential 
to  enact  a  rather  major  tax  Increase  to  pay  for  them. 

Social  security  growth  Is  also  difficult  to  slow  down  In  the  short 
run.  There  Is  a  moral  contract  out  there  and  It  Is  unfair  to  take 
recipients  by  surprise  and  radically  to  change  the  benefit  rules  applied 
to  those  already  retired  and  those  very  near  retirement.  But  a  gradual 
change  In  the  benefit  structure  would  greatly  Improve  the  very  long-run 
path  of  spending,  and  again.  If  financial  markets  are  at  all  rational 
that  should  Impress  them. 

While  short-run  changes  In  the  benefit  structure  must  be  limited 
because  of  constraints  created  by  the  "moral  contract"  I  do  not  think 
that  chey  should  be  tulsd  E>ut  together   A  moral  contract  should  be 
renegotlable  when  conditions  change  Just  as  are  private  contracts.  The 
benefit  levels  promised  by  legislacion  in  1972  and  1977  were  predicated 
on  the  assumption  that  the  econoTjiy  would  grow  vigorously*  Ithas  not,  but 
I  do  not  think  that  present  and  future  taxpayers  should  hear  all  of  the 
pain  resulting  from  the  bad  economic  forecasts  of  the  past.  The  pain 
should  be  ehared  by  beneficiaries  and  some  modification  of  COLAs  or  some 
taxation  of  a  portion  of  benefits  seems  perfectly  legitimate  to  me. 

A  realistic  view  of  what  can  be  done  on  the  spending  side  yields 
the  COD elusion  that  some  further  tax  action  is  necessary  to  bring  the  1985 
deficit  down  to  acceptahle  levels,  i.e.,  at  Least  below  ?120  billion 
given  a  realise ic  forecast.  One  could  go  oti  ^nd  on  about  optiona*  but 
the  principle  should  be  to  broaden  the  tax  base  and  to  keep  margiiuil 
tax  rates  as  low  as  possible  except  in  the  cases  where  we  hove  made  them 
negative  as  In  certain  types  of  investment  activity.  I  would  be  pleased 
to  discuss  tax  options  with  your  staff  at  any  time  along  with  other 
options  on  the  spending  side. 

Enclosures 
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American  Enterprise  Institute  for  Publk  Policy  Research  (202)  862-5900 

1150  Seventeenth  Street,  N.W.,  Washington,  D.C.  20036 

December  21,  1982 


The  Honorable  Pete  V.  Domenlcl 
2317  Dlrksen  Senate  Office  Building 
Washington,  D.C.    20510 

Dear  Senator  Domenlcl: 

I  am  In  general  agreement  with  the  views  on  budget  policy  and  procedures 
put  forth  by  my  colleagues  Rudolph  Penner  and  William  Fellner  In  their 
letters  to  you.   I  would  like  In  addition  to  raise  a  different  Issue. 

I  believe  that  It  Is  urgent  to  try  to  develop  a  national  consensus 
on  fiscal  policy  which  will  last  for  some  time,  which  will  govern  actual 
decisions  and  which  the  private  sector  can  count  on.  That  no  such 
consensus  now  exists  Is  obvious.  Almost  all  polltlcans  give  devout 
obeisance  td  the  notion  that  the  budget  should  be  balanced,  but  they 
have  no  Intention  of  balancing  It  and  no  one  expects  that  they  will.  We 
have  no  other  rule  of  fiscal  policy.  There  Is  no  agreement  on  whether 
reducing  deficits  stimulates  or  depresses  the  economy.  There  Is  still 
disagreement,  although  less  than  a  year  ago,  about  whether  reducing  tax 
rates  raises  or  lowers  the  revenue.  There  Is  disagreement  about  whether 
budget  deficits  are  good  because  they  frighten  Congress  Into  holding 
expenditures  down  or  bad  because  they  relieve  Congress  of  the  need  to  pay 
for  what  they  spend.   And  so  on. 

This  lack  of  any  agreed  and  reliable  national  fiscal  policy  has  two 
main  and  serious  consequences.  First,  the  fiscal  outcome  is  the  accidental 
result  of  a  multitude  of  individual  decision  in  which  aggregate  considerations 
have  been  lost  because  we  have  no  firm  guidance  on  how  the  aggregate 
considerations  should  be  taken  into  account.   I  think  the  lack  of  a  fiscal 
policy  frustrates  the  intention  of  the  budget  reform.  The  budget  reform 
was  instituted  to  permit  the  implementation  of  an  overall  fiscal  policy 
to  which  individual  spending  and  taxing  decisions  would  be  made  to  conform. 
But  If  we  have  no  overall  policy  this  machinery  is  all  dressed  up  with  no 
place  to  go.  Second,  in  the  absence  of  any  agreed-upon  policy  the  private 
sector  does  not  know  what  is  coming  next.  That  is  bad  for  investaent  and  other 
long-run  private  decisions. 

It  does  not  seem  to  me  that  we  are  making  progress  towards  resolving  the 
difficulty  1  have  Just  described.  Although  there  is  a  lot  of  discussion  of 
fiscal  policy  the  popular  discussion  is  superficial  and  full  of  cliches. 
Even  people  who  should  know  better  seem  to  be  content  to  go  on  repeating 
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positions  to  which  they  have  personal  or  partisan  coanltinents .  Not  much 
%rlll  be  gained  by  taking  a   fivrvey  of  ecofiomtsta^  Ttte  prablem  Is  tiot  merely 
that  the  economists  will  disagree,   Ea<:h  economi^it.  If  he  ia   candid,  will 
admit  that  his  own  preference  for  fiscal  policy  1h  jaupported  by  very 
uijCiiLLa^Li  ti^i^eace   and  alao  impliea  anai#erB  to  questions  on  vhich 
tccnomlslis  have  no  special  cODpetence   HoreHdiver   faced  with  Che  uncerca±n 
and  contradictory  advice  of  economists  the  real  policy  makers  have  no  way 
of  distilling  out  a  cooclualon, 

I  do  not  believe  that  things  have  to  be  this  way.   I  believe  that 
there  was  a  much  more  construct iv€  national  dlficu&sion  of  fiscal  policy  in 
the  years  Just  before  snd  Just  after  World  Var  IT  Mm   had  the  BLainBotb 
study  conducted  by  the  Temporary  ZJatlonal  Econontc  Committee  which  was 
aborted  by  the  war.  Hear  the  end  of  the  war  and  shortly  thereafter  there 
was  tlie  dlacuflflloQ  and  bearings  that  led  up  to  the  EiBpIoyment  Act  of  946. 
There  va&   vork  done  by  the  Conmittee  for  Ecanomtc  Development »  the  Katlonal 
Planning  Aaeociatlon  and  other  private  organ Ixstiona  which  not  only  made  a 
substantive  contribution  but  alao  helped  to  convey  new  economic  thinking  to 
the  public  at  large   A  subcomlttee  of  the  Joint  Economic  Coraiitlee  under 
the  chalTmanahip  of  Senator  Paul  Douglas  conducted  valuable  hearings   The 
Aaericaa   Economic  A^sDctation  set  up  two  coomiittees  to  distill  the  wisdom 
that  econOQiics  had  to  offer  ^ 

The  eircimsCancea  of  cliat  time  were  for  several  reasons  unusually 
favorable  for  that  kind  of  dlactiaslon  but  we  ought  to  do  what  ve  can  now  to 
elevate  and  intensify  dlncuajtlon  of  the  principles  of  fiacal  policy.  The 
Congress iooal  Budget  CosBlttees  would  be  the  logical  place  to  start   The 
House  and  Senate  Budget  Comal t tees  might  set  up  a  Joint  CoooilBSlon  to 
study  fiscal  policy  trith  a  life  span  of  say,  two  years   The  Cotmisslon 
could  b£  conposed  of  some  Congredsmen  sad   Senators  and  sone  economist g  and 
other  experts.   It  would  need  a  research  staff  preferably  of  young  ambitious 
people  seeking  to  Identify  themselves  with  a  big  success.  The  CoonlsBlon 
amd  its  staff  would  draw  up  a  list  of  fuadainental  questions   It  vould  in\rlce 
vrltten  resp'Onaea  to  these  questions  from  economists  and  from  organ i cations 
of  byslness  labor,  finance  and  other  sectors   Hearings  would  he  held  and 
reports  written   One  can  hope  that  the  work  of  the  ConmLLsslon  would  inspire 
other  thinking  and  discussion.  Possibly  when  it  was  over  we  would  not  know 
a  lot  more  than  we  nov  know.   But  we  would  probably  know  a  lot  leas  that 
isn't  so,  what  is  known  would  be  radre  broadly  known  and  more  Influential, 
and  we  might  have  more  agreement  on  what  policy  should  be. 

If  you  or  members  of  your  staff  would  like  to  pursue  this  subject 
I  would  be  happy  to  send  you  things  I  have  %n:ltten  which  spell  out  further 
what  needs  to  be  studied.   I  would  also,  of  course,  be  pleased  to  discuss 
the  matter  in  person. 

Sincerely  yours, 
Herbert  Stein 
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Amukan  Eatcrpritc  Inttiftate  for  PaUk  PoUcy  Rescaich  (202)  862-5800 

1150  Seventeenth  Street,  N.W.,  Washington,  D.C  20036 


December  22,  1982 


The  Honorable  Pete  V.  Domenlcl 
United  States  Senate 
Washington,  D.  C.  20510 

Dear  Senator  Donenlcl: 

Those  of  us  at  the  AEI  who  are  particularly  Interested  In  the 
problems  to  which  my   colleague  Rudolph  Penner  addressed  himself 
In  his  memorandum  have  had  several  discussions  of  these  topics 
with  one  another,  and  the  contribution  I  can  try  to  make  by  way 
of  an  addition  to  his  memo  Is  limited  to  a  few  points.  Vfhat  1 
would  like  to  do  In  the  way  of  an  addition  Is  to  enclose  a  Table 
the  first  and  sixth  column  of  which  clearly  Illustrate  the  fact 
that  by  past  standards  the  deficits  that  now  threaten  to  develop 
are  Indeed  exceedingly  large. 

(1)  Over  the  entire  period  covered  In  this  Table  we  find  only 
one  year  other  than  years  of  recession  In  which  the  NIA  deficit 
exceeded  the  2  to  2  1/2  percent  range  In  relation  to  the  GNP,  and 
In  most  years  other  than  years  of  recession  the  deficit  remained 
well  below  the  2  to  2  1/2  percent  range  relative  to  the  GNP.  Even 
In  some  recession  years  the  deficit  remained  below  the  2  to  2  1/2 
percent  range.  The  one  non- recession  year  with  a  ratio  to  GNP 
exceeding  the  range  of  2  to  2  1/2  percent  was  1976  —  a  year  fall- 
ing In  an  unfavorable  period  of  our  economic  development.   In  that* 
year  the  ratio  of  the  deficit  to  the  GNP  was  3.1  percent,  corres- 
ponding to  AA.5  percent  of  our  aggregate  net  savings  (personal  plus 
corporate).  The  ratios  to  the  GNP  and  to  private  savings  that  now 
appear  to  be  In  the  offing  for  years  one  would  expect  to  be  favorably 
located  In  the  business  cycle  are  quite  a  bit  higher  In  relation  to 
the  GNP  and  to  private  net  savings  than  even  these  "record**  ratios 
for  non-recession  years,  that  Is,  quite  a  bit  higher  than  3.1  and 

44. 5  percent,  respectively. 

(2)  What  I  am  saying  here  Implies  that  In  my  appraisal  the  now 
usual  discussions  of  the  deficit  problem  tend  greatly  to  overempha- 
size the  effect  of  deficits  on  aggregate  economic  activity  and  to 
pay  far  too  little  attention  to  the  effect  of  deficits  on  the  con- 
sumption-Investment mix  at  given  levels  of  activity.  Except  In 
very  rarely  encountered  circumstances  the  effect  of  deficits  on 
aggregate  demand  and  on  aggregate  activity,  can  be  largely  offset 
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by  monetary  policy.  Yet  on  realistic  assumptions  the  conclusion 
Is  Inevitable  that  deficits  channel  savings  away  from  the  financing 
of  private  Investment,  and  In  the  United  States  all  Investment  of 
enterprises  Is  private  Investment.  The  deficits  now  In  prospect 
for  years  we  hope  to  become  years  of  healthy  cyclical  expansion 
threaten  to  channel  away  from  private  Investment  more  than  one-half 
of  the  net  savings. 

(3)   I  %illl  not  even  try  to  go  here  Into  the  question  of  what  com- 
binations of  measures  could  prevent  such  an  outcome.  Let  me  say 
only  briefly,  yet  emphatically,  that  we  should  not  go  back  on  the 
tax  Indexation  measure  that  has  been  adopted  for  F.T.  1985  and 
thereafter.   In  other  words.  In  no  event  should  we  return  to  the 
basically  Indefensible  practice  of  allowing  Inflation  to  push  tas^ 
payers  with  given  real  Incomes  Into  higher  and  higher  tax  brackets, 
thereby  making  Inflation  a  profitable  process  for  the  Federal 
Government. 

I  remain.  Senator  Domenld, 

Very  sincerely  yours. 


William  pillner 


Enclosure 
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NIA  Federal  Surplus  (Deficit)  Id  Halation  to_W€t  Savlnga  (Percent) 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

Total  (Pers.plus 

Corp.)  Savings* 

billiona 

Pers.Savgs., 

billions 

Total  Savgs. 
GMP 

Pers.Savgs. 

Disp.Ine. 

Surplus 
GRP 

Surplus 

Tear 

Total  Savgs. 

1955 

29.6 

16.4 

7.4 

6.0 

1.1 

14.9 

1956 

32.0 

21.3 

7.6 

7.3 

-      1.5 

19.1 

1957 

32.6 

22.3 

7.3 

7.2 

0.5 

7.1 

1958 

31.7 

23.6 

7.0 

7.4 

-2.3 

-32.5 

1959 

34.8 

21.1 

7.1 

6.2 

0.2 

3.2 

1960 

31.8 

19.7 

6.3 

5.6 

0.6 

9.4 

1961 

35.5 

23.0 

6.8 

6.3 

-0.8 

-U.O 

1962 

41.4 

23.3 

7.3 

6.0 

-0.7 

-10.1 

1963 

42.4 

21.9 

7.1 

5.4 

0.1 

.7 

1964 

53.4 

29.6 

8.4 

6.7 

-0.5 

-  6.2 

1965 

63.7 

33.7 

9.2 

7.1 

0.1 

.8 

1966 

68.0 

36.0 

9.0 

7.0 

-0.2 

-  2.6 

1967 

74.0 

44.3 

9.3 

8.1 

-1.7 

-17.9 

1968 

69.8 

41.9 

8.0 

7.1 

-0.7 

-  8.6 

1969 

63.7 

40.6 

6.7 

6.4 

0.8 

13.2 

1970 

70.5 

55.8 

7.1 

8.0 

-1.2 

-17.6 

1971 

83.5 

60.7 

7.7 

8.1 

-2.0 

-26.3 

1972 

83.2 

52.6 

7.0 

6.5 

-1.4 

-20.2 

1973 

111.3 

79.0 

8.4 

8.6 

-0.4 

-  5.0 

1974 

98.5 

85.1 

6.9 

8.5 

-0.8 

-11.7 

1975 

123.  3 

94.3 

8.0 

8.6 

-4.5 

-56.2 

1976 

119.4     • 

82.5 

6.9 

6.9 

-3.1 

-44.5 

1977 

126.4 

78.0 

6.6 

5.9 

-2.4 

-36.7 

1978 

134.2 

89.4 

6.2 

6.1 

-1.4 

-21.8 

1979 

145.3 

96.7 

6.0 

5.9 

-0.6 

-10.2 

1980 

145.6 

106.2 

5.5 

5.8 

-2.3 

-42.0 

1981 

156.1 

130.2 

5.3 

6.4 

-2.1 

-39.5 

Digitized  by 


Google 


417 


Jack  A.  Heyer 

American  Enterprise  Institute 
December  1982 
American  Enterprise  Institute  —  Attachment  4 


Health  Care:  Problems  and  Policy  Recommendations 


Problems 


Three  fundamental  forces  have  driven  up  the  costs  of  health  care:   first, 
open-ended  federal  tax  subsidies  for  the  purchase  of  ever  more  comprehensive 
insurance,  which  inflates  the  demand  for  health  care  services;  second, 
retrospective  cost-based  reimbursement  of  doctors  and  hospitals  by  both  govern- 
ment and  private  insurers,  which  in  effect  rewards  (and  thus  entrenches) 
inefficiency;  and  third,  ironically,  government  regulation  itself,  which 
tends  to  confirm  the  status  quo,  protecting  those  who  provide  too  nuch  health 
care  too  expensively  and  impeding  innovative  attempts  to  lower  costs. 

Instead  of  addressing  these  forces  head-on,  public  policy  has  been 
geared  largely  to  a  search  for  short-term  savings  in  federal  health  outlays, 
without  looking  at  what  our  regulatory  controls  will  do  to  the  quality  and 
accessibility  of  care  —  in  other  words,  without  looking  at  the  costs  that 
government  "savings"  will  lay  on  the  consumer.  And  we  also  tend  to 
underestimate  the  likelihood  that  regulation  simply  will  not  achieve  its  goals, 
quite  aside  from  its  costs.  Often  we  wind  up  shifting  costs  or  causing  them 
to  change  form,  so  that  regulation  seems  to  be  working  when  in  fact  the  costs 
are  merely  being  swept  under  the  rug  —  as  when  hospitals  shift  the  unreim- 
bursed costs  of  treating  Medicare  cases  to  other  patients.  Worst  of  all,  we 
let  the  "success"  of  this  shifting  blind  us  to  the  real  need  for  structural 
reform  over  the  long  run. 
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Federal  Health  Programs 

The  cost  of  Medicare  and  Medicaid  is  doubling  every  four  years,  and  is 
likely  to  amount  to  over  $70  billion  in  FY  1983.  With  tax  expenditures 
related  to  health  care  included,  the  federal  governaent*s  budget  exposure  in 
health  care  will  be  in  the  range  of  $100  billion  this  year. 

Medicare  and  Medicaid  have  both  inefficient  and  inequitable  features. 
Currently,  cost-sharing  in  Medicare  occurs  at  the  "back-end"  when  people  have 
incurred  huge  medical  bills  and  is  quite  limited  for  hospital  services  at  the 
"front-end."  Federal  aid  to  the  poor  for  health  care  is  inequitable,  system- 
matically  excluding  millions  of  poor  people  based  on  criteria  such  as  family 
status.  Both  programs  have  featured  retrospective  reimbursement  policies 
that  have  treated  both  efficient  and  profligate  providers  on  a  cost  basis. 

The  health  care  provisions  of  TEFRA  (H.R.  A961)  show  that  Congress  is 
still  relying  primarily  on  a  regulatory  approach  to  cost  containment,  featuring 
new  formulas  that  extend  the  grip  of  regulation,  benefit  reductions,  cutbacks 
in  provider  reimbursement,  and  cost  shifting. 

Potentially  promising  features  of  the  new  bill  involve  prospective 
payments  to  hospitals  for  services  under  Medicare  and  a  more  equitable  system 
of  Medicare  reimbursement  of  HMOs.  Many  prospective  payment  systems,  however, 
retain  few  elements  of  "prospect ivity"  once  they  are  implemented  and  end  up 
being  tied  to  the  allowable  cost  concept.  And  there  is  no  assurance  that  a 
prospective  budget,  even  if  it  sticks,  will  lead  to  hospital  managements* 
responses  that  improve  efficiency  rather  than  reduce  the  amount  or  quality  of 
services.  In  any  event.  Congress  only  directed  HHS  to  settle  on  a  model  for 
prospective  reimbursement  for  FY  1984.  Early  1983  may  see  this  process 
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of  model  development  or  implementation  stymied  or  blocked.  The  DRG  approach 
that  currently  intrigues  HHS  may  prove  to  be  far  too  complicated  (and  yet, 
ironically,  incomplete)  to  achieve  any  significant  progress. 

Recommendat  ions 

Instead  of  more  fornulas  and  further  cost-shifting,  I  recommend  these 
specific  steps:   (1)  cap  the  chief  open-ended  health-related  tax  subsidy  by 
placing  a  ceiling  on  the  amount  of  eiq)loyer  contributions  to  employee  health 
insurance  that  can  be  excluded  from  an  employee's  income  for  federal  tax 
purposes;   (2)  build  a  stop-loss  feature  into  Medicare  codbined  with  a  greater 
measure  of  cost-sharing  for  relatively  routine  services;  (3)  convert  Medicare 
to  a  program  of  fixed  dollar  premium  subsidies  equal  in  real  value  to  the 
average  cost  of  serving  elderly  people  (with  adjustments  for  such  factors  as 
age);  (4)  replace  the  current  Medicaid  system  with  sliding  scale  premium 
subsidies  in  which  the  very  poor  would  be  fully  subsidized;  and  (5)  continue 
to  deregulate  the  health  care  system. 

Many  of  these  proposals  are  incorporated  in  legislation  currently  pending 
in  Congress  (see  bills  introduced  by  Congressman  Richard  Gephardt,  H.R.  850; 
Senator  David  Durenberger,  S.  433;  Senator  Orrin  Hatch,  S.  139;  and  Gephardt 
and  Congressman  Willis  Gradison,  H.R.  4666). 

As  a  short -run  strategy,  I  recommend  a  combination  of  (1)  a  tax  subsidy 
cap  set  high  enough  (or  gi^andfathered)  so  as  to  be  politically  feasible,  yet 
the  principle  of  a  limit  would  be  introduced;  (2)  a  little  more  cost-sharing 
in  Medicare  for  hospitalization,  but  not  a  drastic  change  (e.g.  $10  per  day 
for  the  first  20  days,  and  this  could  be  increased  for  the  nonpoor  over  time, 
while  the  elderly  poor  could  be  exempt);  (3)  a  voucher  that  the  elderly  could 
use  to  purchase  any  qualified  plan  (not  Just  HMOs);  (4)  faster  track  granting 
of  Medicaid  waivers  to  states  to  conduct  innovative  cost  containiMnt  measures 
featuring  changes  in  incentives  (e.g.  cost-management,  primary  care  networks, 
preferred  provider  organizations,  competitive  bidding). 
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American  Enterprise  Institute  —  Attachment  5 

THE  EDUCATION  BUDGET: 
STRATEGIC  CONSIDERATIONS  FOR  THE  EIGHTIES 

The  98th  Congress  has  the  opportunity  to  rise  above  the  old  rhetoric 
of  budget  cuts.   The  public  and  the  Congress  now  realize  that  there  will  be 
fewer  real  dollars  for  education  at  the  federal  level  in  the  foreseeable 
future.  But  it  is  a  critical  error  to  simply  cut  programs  across  the  board. 
Informed  judgment  can  transform  a  period  of  scarcity  into  an  opportunity. 
Cuts  without  corresponding  program  changes  expose  the  Congress  and  Administra- 
tion to  the  charge  that  they  do  not  care  about  education.  The  opportunity 
before  the  98th  Congress  is  to  reshape  and  reconfigure  federal  education 
programs  and  demonstrate  a  convincing  commitment  to  a  small  but  responsible 
federal  role. 

The  Need.  The  pressure  of  entitlements  in  health  and  social  security, 
together  with  increased  defense  expenditures,  force  an  education  zero  sum 
game  at  the  federal  level.  Education  will  be  lucky  to  maintain  nominal  spend- 
ing levels;  together  with  a  sluggish  domestic  and  international  economy, 
massive  defense  needs,  and  public  antipathy  to  tax  increases,  education  has 
no  federal  resource  pool  to  draw  upon. 

In  addition,  changing  demography  will  have  a  powerful  Impact;  fewer  stu- 
dents means  less  political  support  for  education,  while  more  older  Americans 
means  greater  support  for  health,  housing,  welfare,  and  retirement  programs. 
The  same  pressures  exist  at  the  state  and  local  levels.  (Charles  Benson,  one 
of  the  nation's  most  distinguished  school  finance  economists,  asked  if  there 
would  be  new  state  revenues  to  Improve  California  education,  said:  "Only  If 
the  people  of  California  march  on  Sacramento  and  demand  a  tax  increase.") 
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The  Problem.   At  no  time  in  our  history  has  the  need  for  effective 
education  and  training  been  greater.   Nobel  Laureate  Theodore  Schultz  asserts 
that  today  80Z  of  all  wealth  is  derived  from  human  capital— people's  acquired 
skills  and  abilities — and  only  20Z  from  physical  capital. 

For  a  decade  and  one-half — the  real  period  of  substantial  federal  aid 
to  education — federal  programs  have  been  designed  as  add-ons  to  state,  local, 
and  private  programs.  While  federal  education  programs  vary  greatly  (they 
include,  for  example,  individual  entitlements,  grants  to  institutions,  modi- 
fied revenue  sharing,  unfunded  mandates,  modified  categoricals,  R&D),  the 
amount  of  federal  dollars  has  never  exceeded  lOZ  of  total  spending.   But  the 
federal  reach  far  exceeds  what  the  budget  implies.  Federal  rules  and  regu- 
lations alone  have  a  substantial  impact  out  of  all  proportion  to  the  dollars 
available.   Equally  important  is  the  additive  aspect  of  federal  funding;  on 
top  of  state,  local,  and  private  sources  it  is  money  at  the  margin  with  signi- 
ficant leverage  on  the  system. 

A  recent  example  is  of  special  note:  administration  proposals  to  signi- 
ficantly reduce  student  aid  for  higher  education  received  extensive  coverage 
in  the  press.   Congressional  refusal  to  enact  such  cuts  got  less  coverage. 
The  effect  has  been  a  dramatic,  even  disastrous  downturn  in  private  college 
and  university  enrollments  in  fall  1982.  More  than  a  third  of  the  nation's 
private  schools  report  a  freshman  class  enrollment  decline  of  more  than  lOZ. 
For  non-profit  institutions  operating  on  narrow  financial  margins,  such  down- 
turns can  be  catastrophic. 

In  a  period  of  declining  enrollments,  some  institutional  triage  is  both 
necessary  and  desirable.   But  it  would  be  an  historic  irony  of  the  first  order 
of  magnitude  if  this  Congress  and  Administration  adopted  policies  that  punished 
private  institutions  while  they  cushioned  the  impact  on  public  institutions. 
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The  Opportunity.  The  federal  government  is  in  a  position  to  signifi- 
cantly reconfigure  and  restructure  its  role  as  it  cuts  the  budget.  The  need 
to  do  so  is  manifest,  and  the  public  is  prepared  to  support  it. 

First,  three  major  programs  are  very  nearly  off  limits  politically 
because  of  powerful  constituency  support  and  Congressional  interest:   aid  to 
the  handicapped,  impact  aid,  and  Title  I. 

Aid  to  the  handicapped,  for  a  variety  of  reasons,  is  best  left  alone. 
Impact  aid,  in  theory,  could  be  transferred  to  the  Pentagon  budget  and  appro- 
priated as  tuition  reimbursements  for  military  dependents.  Transforming 
impact  aid  into  a  "voucher"  system  would  have  no  aggregate  budget  effect,  but 
it  would  be  of  some  symbolic  significance,  and  it  is  properly  a  cost  of  the 
military  (as  are  overseas  dependents'  schools).  Politically,  it  might  pave 
the  way  for  "vouchers"  generally,  an  idea  touched  on  below. 

Title  I  (now  Chapter  I)  is  also  strongly  supported  in  the  Congress,  and 
little  savings  potential  exists.  One  dramatic  change  shoxild  be  considered, 
however:   transfer  Title  I  into  a  student-based  program  (as  higher  education 
now  is).  Title  I  "vouchers"  would  rationalize  the  federal  role,  put  funds 
behind  needy  students  (rather  than  blindly  funding  schools),  and  introduce  same. 
measure  of  market  discipline:   that  is.  Title  I  vouchers  would  be  portable 
among  schools  and  between  school  districts.   The  long-term  effect  would  be  a 
strong  stimulus  to  school  reform  while  protecting  the  disadvantaged. 
Two  other  education  programs  deserve  mention: 

o  Tax  credits  for  primary  and  secondary  education.   In  a  period 
of  acute  scarcity,  it  is  inappropriate  to  advance  a  tax 
credit  program  on  the  basis  of  private  school  equity  alone . 
Education  tax  credits  should  be  treated  as  any  other  tax 
credit:   as  a  public  sector  stimulus  to  private  consumption 
of  a  socially  desirable  good  or  service,  with  the  long-term 
objective  of  reducing  the  demand  on  the  public  purse  by 
encouraging  private  consumption.   Because  of  an  under- 
standable desire  to  hold  public  schools  "harmless" 
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(I.e.,  not  induce  enrollment  shifts  to  private  schools), 
this  is  a  politically  difficult  path,  but  it  is  the  only 
rational  justification  for  tax  credits  in  today's  budget 
and  economic  climate.   If  tax  credits  have  a  rational 
purpose,  it  is  precisely  to  encourage  students  to  move 
to  the  private  sector  and  relieve  the  public  sector; 
a  private  sector  windfall  makes  little  sense  in  the 
best  of  times. 

o  Student  financial  aid.  Most,  if  not  all  of  the  added 
economic  value  of  education  and  training  accrues  to  the 
individual  (with  concomitant  social  benefits);  there  is 
little  compelling  reason  for  society  as  a  whole  to  bear 
the  major  cost  of  education  and  training.   But  if  there 
is  not  a  compelling  argxanent  on  behalf  of  federal  finan- 
cing of  poataecondarv  education,  there  is  every  reason 
for  the  federal  government  to  play  a  role  as  broker  and 
banker.   Access  to  capital  to  finance  postsecondary  edu- 
cation is  essentail  for  most  students:   the  federal 
government  can  organize,  maintain,  and  operate  a  human 
capital  loan  bank.  Depending  upon  its  design  features, 
such  a  bank  could  be  entirely  self-supporting  and  reach 
as  large  a  universe  of  students  as  demand  generates,  at 
no  cost  to  the  government.   The  savings  potential  in 
this  area  alone  is  enormous. 
In  sum,  strategic  budget  planning  in  education  for  the  rest  of  the 
century  must  enphasize  new  strategies  and  new  program  structures;  simple 
budget  cutting  is  counterproductive— as  counterproductive  as  the  costly 
budget  additions  of  the  seventies  were. 


-Denis  P.  Doyle 
American  Enterprise  Institute 
December  3,  1982 
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American  Enterprise  Institute  —  Attachment  6 

John  C.  Weicher 
December  3,  1982 


HOUSING  AND  COMMUNITY  DEVELOPMENT  FISCAL  ISSUES 

The  Administration's  budget  for  FY  1983  continued  to  cut 
back  sharply  on  HUD  programs,  and  the  bill  reported  out  by  the 
Senate  Banking  Committee  goes  a  bit  further.   The  House  bill, 
however,  is  a  more  traditional  housing  bill,  which  originally 
carried  a  much  higher  price  tag.   On  December  1,  the  House 
Banking  Committee  agreed  to  scatle  down  the  cost  of  its  bill,  but 
did  not  change  its  programmatic  approach.  Adoption  of  the  Senate's 
bill  is  still  prefeTahle,   therefore;  even  though  it  has  larger 
short-term  budget  outlays,  it  is  a  long  step  toward  bringing 
future  outlays  under  control*   There  is  also  still  some  room 
for  cutting  the  Senate  bill. 

The  probeUtjle  FY  1984  budget  will  continue  the  general  out- 
lines of  last  yeeu:*s  proposal,  but  will  tend  to  be  more  liberal. 
Some  of  the  differences  have  potentially  important  budget  impli- 
cations. 

FY  1983 

The  Senate  bill  authorizes  $7.2  billion  for  156,000  addi- 
tional subsidized  units,  of  which  15,000  are  new  construction 
Section  202  projects  for  the  elderly,  and  136,000  would  be 
"vouchers'*  under  the  Administration's  proposed  Modified  Section 
8  program.   Other  than  Section  202,  it  %#ould  repeal  authorization 
for  Section  8  New  Construction  projects,  which  have  per-unit 
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budget  costs  of  about  $7,000  per  year  for  20  to  40  years.   The 
Senate  bill  would  also  end  the  Farmers  Home  Administration's 
below-market  interest  rate  home  loan  program,  replacing  it  with 
a  rural  housing  block  grant  and  a  smaller  market-rate  loan  pro- 
gram.  Both  these  changes  will  help  to  hold  down  long-term 
budget  outlays.   Section  8  New  Construction  funded  in  the  last 
eight  years  has  obligated  the  federal  government  to  pay  over 
$90  billion  in  future  years. 

The  Administration  also  requested  a  new  prograun  of  rental 
housing  rehedsilitation  grants,  tied  in  with  Section  8  Existing. 
This  progr£Uii  would  provide  $150  million  for  30,000  units;  HUD 
would  then  offer  Section  8  certificates  to  tenamts  in  the  pro- 
jects.  This  is  a  step  away  from  the  Administration's  and  the 
Senate's  basic  thrust  toward  a  housing  subsidy  program  that  lets 
assistance  recipients  select  their  own  standard-quality  housing. 
Essentially  it  is  a  variant  of  the  current  Section  8  Substantial 
Rehabilitation  program,  except  that  the  new  program  only  provides 
a  front-end  subsidy  rather  than  a  continuing  20  yecu:  or  longer 
commitment.   An  expansion  of  this  program  is  proposed  for 
FY  1984. 

The  budget  resolution  also  provided  $1  billion  for  the  Lugsu: 
bill  in  FY  1983.   There  is  much  less  reason  for  this  bill  at 
present  than  there  was  last  spring;  the  housing  industry  is 
recovering  from  the  recession,  with  starts  up  by  a  third  from 
their  low  in  October,  1981,  and  any  stimulus  from  the  Lugar  bill 
will  now  come  when  the  recovery  is  still  further  advanced. 
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FY  1984 

The  rental  rehcUsilitation  program  is  again  proposed,  but 
this  time  at  double  the  cost  ($300  million) ,  and  with  new 
construction  permitted  as  well.   Apparently  the  budget  envisions 
15,000  rehcUsilitated  units  at  $5,000  each,  and  15,000  new 
construction  units  at  $15,000  each.   This  would  in  effect  re- 
create a  less  expensive  version  of  Section  8  New  Construction 
at  the  same  time  that  the  Administration  is  seeking  repeal  of 
the  original  program.   This  program  would  siphon  off  about 
20  percent  of  the  proposed  Modified  Section  8  vouchers. 

HUD  also  proposes  to  resume  financing  public  housing 
projects  through  teuc-exempt  bonds,  rather  them  through  the 
Federal  Financing  Bank.   This  would  lower  the  direct  outlays  for 
construction  of  public  housing  projects,  but  raise  the  total 
costs  to  the  federal  government  because  of  the  revenue  loss 
arising  from  the  teuc  exemption,  which  will  be  greater  than  the 
direct  saving.   The  excess  cost  may  be  in  the  neighborhood  of 
one  percent  annually  of  the  principal  value  of  the  tauc-exempt 
bonds.   The  budget  proposes  to  fund  only  $39  million  in  contract 
authority  ($1.13  billion  in  budget  authority),  so  the  revenue 
loss  from  this  initial  proposal  would  be  trivial.   But  there 
is  another  $19  billion  short-term  obligations  outstanding; 
these  are  for  projects  started  after  1974,  when  HUD  began  to 
fund  public  housing  construction  through  short-term  notes  while 
waiting  for  interest  rates  to  turn  down.   Should  this  amount  be 
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converted  to  long-term  tax-exempt  bonds,  the  net  revenue  loss 
cost  to  the  Treasury  might  run  around  $190  million  annually  for 
20  to  40  years. 

Most  importantly,  HUD  is  proposing  a  major  change  in  the 
public  housing  operating  subsidy  program.   Precise  figures 
aren't  yet  availedDle,  but  it  apparently  plans  to  ask  for  $10 
billion  over  a  four-ye£u:  period  to  complete  the  modernization  of 
outstamding  public  housing  projects.   In  the  past,  it  has 
estimated  the  total  cost  of  this  mod^emization  at  $4  billion. 
At  the  same  time,  HUD  is  trying  to  develop  a  program  to  reduce 
the  overall  volume  of  public  housing  by  encouraging  local 
authorities  to  sell  off  their  most  costly  projects,  while 
providing  funds  for  the  ten£uit8  to  be  housed  elsewhere.   These 
include  many  of  the  projects  target ted  for  modernization.   An 
importemt  part  of  HUD's  rationale  for  modernization  is  to  bring 
the  projects  up  to  the  quality  level  at  which  they  could  be 
sold  to  a  private  lamdlord.   But  for  some  of  the  projects,  a 
better  alternative  might  be  demolition,  again  providing  the  tenants 
can  be  taken  ceure  of  adequately.   However,  once  the  modernization 
funds  are  spent,  HUD  and  the  local  authority  will  have  every 
incentive  to  continue  to  keep  them  in  the  existing  inventory, 
with  operating  subsidies,  unless  they  can  find  a  buyer  at  a  price 
that  covers  the  cost  of  modernization.   The  full-scale  moderniza- 
tion program  should  be  deferred  until  HUD  can  present  data  on  which 
projects  would  be  modernized,  whether  or  not  they  have  been 
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"troubled**  projects,  and  which  are  likely  candidates  for  sale 
afterwards . 

HUD  also  plans  to  shift  to  a  "Fair  Market  Rent"  concept 
for  operating  costs,  paying  subsidy  for  each  apeurtment  based  on 
its  estimate  of  the  rent  the  unit  could  command  in  the  private 
market.   For  most  projects,  this  would  result  in  a  higher  sub- 
sidy than  they  are  presently  receiving.   But  in  the  leurgest 
cities,  particularly  in  the  Northeast,  it  would  probably  provide 
less  money.   The  outcome  is  likely  to  be  more  money  for  the 
majority  of  projects,  and  a  "hold-harmless"  for  the  larger 
authorities.   This  means  a  larger  outlay,  with  the  additional 
money  going  primarily  to  those  projects  which  have  been  able  to 
function  reasonably  well  under  the  present  less  expensive  system. 
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ScptMter  21,  1982 


Seofttor  Pcttt  ▼•  Doaiaici,  Chainum 
Ci— ttt—  oa  tbtt  Bodget 
Uaitad  States  Saoate 
Vaahlagtoa,  D.C.     20510 

Dear  Mr.  Chairaao: 

As  joo  know,  tbe  Brooklqgs  Instltotlon  pobllshes  an  annoal  revlev 
and  evalnatioa  of  tbe  budget,  tbls  year's  edition,  Settlnt  Matlonal 
Priorities-  The  1983  Bodget.  contains  a  chapter  oa  C6ngressional  budget 
procedures  bgr  lobert  ¥•  lartaaa  (ehaptar  7,  pp.  221*49).  The  chapter 
reirlevs  the  history  of  the  Coagreseional  budget  process,  ezaninss  tbe 
criteria  of  the  proceas,  and  eralnates  altematiipe  budgetary  procedures. 

I  am  eneloeiqg  a  copy  of  this  year's  Setting  national  Prioritiea 
and  hope  that  you  will  include  the  Harfan  chapter  in  the  published 
record  of  the  recent  hearings  conducted  by  your  i  iiitttee  on 
congressional  budget  procedures. 

Vitb  best  nlshes. 

Sincerely, 


Joseph  A.  Pectasan 

Director  of  Sconoaic  Studies 


Sndosure 
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CHAPTER  SEVEN 

Making  Budget  Decisions 

ROBERT  W.   HARTMAN 


Federalbudget  decisions  not  only  reflect  views  about  fiscal  and 
social  policy,  but  also  are  substantially  shaped  by  electoral  politics 
and  by  the  processes  of  government.  Breaking  a  budget  stalemate 
appears  to  require  that  a  compromise  between  quite  divergent 
views  be  worked  out  by  the  president  and  the  two  houses  of 
Congress  in  this  election  year  usingastill-evolving budget  process. 
It  will  not  be  easy.  Moreover,  in  the  past  year  such  actions  as 
reconciliation  and  closing  the  government  for  a  day  have  left  the 
public  more  confused  than  ever  at  a  time  when  calm  judgment  is 
needed  to  deal  with  the  serious  substantive  issues  raised  by  this 
year's  budget. 

This  chapter  tries  to  provide  a  background  for  understanding 
some  of  the  procedural  developments  of  the  past  and  alternatives 
for  the  future.  It  first  discusses  legislative  developments  through 
President  Reagan's  first  year  in  office,  then  examines  prospects 
for  avoiding  a  stalemate  this  year,  and  concludes  with  a  look  at 
alternative  future  budgetary  procedures,  ranging  from  relatively 
weak  budget  controls  to  a  constitutional  amendment  to  balance 
the  budget. 


The  author  thanks  Henry  J.  Aaron,  Arthur  M.  Hauptman,  Darwin  G.  Johnson,  and 
Robert  O.  Reischauer  for  helpAil  comments,  Allan  M.  Rivlin  for  research  assistance, 
and  Jane  R.  Taylor  for  secretarial  assistance. 
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222  Robert  W.  Hartman 

Evolution  of  Budget  Reform 

'The  president  proposes  and  the  Congress  disposes**  is  short- 
hand for  the  American  system  of  handling  federal  laws,  including 
the  budget.  While  budgetary  procedures  of  the  executive  branch 
changed  little  in  the  1970s,  those  of  the  Congress  underwent 
significant  change. 

The  Executive  Branch 

The  preparation  of  the  president's  budget  proposal  each  Janu- 
ary has  been  more  or  less  the  same  for  the  last  twenty-five  years. 
In  the  spring  preceding  the  budget's  submission,  the  Office  of 
Management  and  Budget  conducts  a  spring  preview,  a  series  of 
meetings  and  presentations  involving  0MB  and  agency  officials, 
in  an  attempt  to  identify  the  issues  likely  to  have  a  major  impact 
on  the  upcoming  budget.  These  reviews  may  lead  to  further  study, 
to  directives  to  agencies  to  prepare  specific  proposals,  and  to  the 
development  of  planning  ceilings  for  the  agencies.  By  the  fall,  the 
0MB 's  attention  turns  more  directly  to  the  budget.  Ordinarily  the 
0MB  director  holds  meetings  to  review  all  parts  of  the  budget. 
Decisions  are  made  on  the  administration's  economic  assumptions 
and  overall  fiscal  policy.  These  are  translated  into  firm  budget 
guidance  to  each  government  agency.  As  the  calendar  year  draws 
to  a  close,  there  is  a  series  of  exchanges  of  budget  submissions 
between  the  OMB  and  the  agencies,  culminating  in  final  negotia- 
tions between  the  White  House  and  the  agency  heads.  Various 
presidents  have  involved  themselves  in  the  process  in  greater  or 
lesser  detail,  but  the  president  is  always  the  final  arbiter. 

When  a  new  president  comes  to  office,  the  transition  imposes 
a  need  for  supplementing  procedures  in  the  executive  branch.  At 
the  start  of  both  the  Carter  and  Reagan  presidencies  in  1977  and 
198 1 ,  budget  amendments  were  hurriedly  put  together  for  delivery 
to  the  Congress  by  March  to  meet  the  congressional  budget 
calendar.  Obviously,  the  telescoped  amending  process  cannot 
involve  as  much  agency  consultation  or  give-and-take  as  there  is 
in  the  ordinary  budget  deliberations.  In  1981  there  was  almost 
none,  in  part  because  OMB  Director  David  Stockman  was  knowl- 
edgeable and  had  a  comprehensive  program  and  in  part  because 
in  early  198 1  there  was  little  expert  opposition  either  in  the  White 
House  or  in  the  agencies.  Thus  President  Reagan's  first-stage 
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budget  proposal  in  1981  was  conceived  and  bom  in  the  0MB.  The 
fiscal  1983  budget,  which  had  a  full  year  to  develop,  was  not  an 
all-OMB  product.  Stockman^s  power  had  been  eroded  by  his 
candid  observations  in  a  magazine  article  J  and  several  forceful 
cabinet  officials  had  developed  power  and  influence  with  the 
president.  Thus  the  1983  budget  was  more  a  joint  product  of  the 
agencies  and  the  0MB,  although  in  some  important  respects  (most 
notably  the  new  federalism  proposals  discussed  in  chapter  5)  the 
proposals  were  crafted  with  little  agency  involvement. 

The  OMB's  main  role  usually  ends  with  the  submission  of  the 
president's  budget  to  Congress.  Although  the  0MB  monitors  the 
budget's  progress  and  clears  officials'  testimony,  the  brunt  of  the 
responsibility  for  defending  the  president's  proposals  falls  to 
agency  chiefs.  While  the  appearance  of  unswerving  loyalty  to  the 
president  is  always  maintained  by  agency  officials  who  want  to 
keep  their  jobs,  deals  that  depart  from  the  president's  proposals 
are  often  cut  between  agency  heads,  who  may  be  acting  on  behalf 
of  outside  interest  groups,  and  committee  chairmen.  There  was 
little  evidence  that  this  ''iron  triangle"  of  interest  group,  agency, 
and  congressional  committee  exerted  influence  in  1981,  in  part 
because  the  0MB  took  a  much  stronger  interest  than  customary 
in  the  budget's  progress  through  Congress.  Indeed,  because  most 
of  the  key  budget  legislation  was  encompassed  in  a  single  bill,  the 
Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation  Act  of  1981,  the  iron  triangle 
would  have  had  to  be  designed  by  a  computer.  Stockman  was  able 
to  exert  full  control  over  President  Reagan's  spending  plans 
because  the  0MB  played  a  large  part  in  drafting  the  '"bipartisan" 
Gramm-Latta  proposals  that  later  became  law.^  The  interdepen- 
dence of  the  parts  of  the  fiscal  1983  presidential  budget  proposal 
or  a  possible  compromise  package  makes  it  likely  that  the  0MB 
will  continue  to  play  a  central  role  in  negotiations  with  Congress. 

Congressional  Budgetary  Procedures 

Before  1974  the  Congress  did  not  deal  with  the  president's 
budget  submission  in  a  systematic  or  well-coordinated  manner. 

1.  See  William  Greider.  "The  Education  of  David  Stockman/'  Atlantic  Monthly, 
December  1981.  pp.  27-54. 

2.  Dale  Tate.  "Reconciliation's  Long  Term  Consequences  in  Question  as  Reagan 
Signs  Massive  Bill."  Congressional  Quarterly  Weekly  Report,  vol.  39  (August  15. 1981), 
pp.  146.^-^. 
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The  legislative  proposals  in  the  president's  budget  were  simply 
parceled  out  to  the  various  committees  in  each  house.^  Proposed 
appropriations  (which  set  dollar  limits,  usually  called  budget 
authority,  on  the  commitment  of  fiinds  for  any  particular  govern- 
ment activity)  were  sent  to  the  Appropriations  Conunittee  in  each 
house,  which  then  allocated  the  requests  to  its  subcommittees. 
Proposed  authorizations  (which  establish  the  legal  basis  for  the 
federal  government  to  engage  in  an  activity,  such  as  the  Vocational 
Education  Act,  and  set  an  upper  limit  on  appropriations  for  that 
activity,  usually  over  several  years)  were  sent  to  the  pertinent 
authorizing  conmiittee  (for  example,  the  Senate  Labor  and  Human 
Resources  Committee)  for  consideration.  Tax  change  proposals 
went  to  the  House  Ways  and  Means  Conunittee  and  later  to  the 
Senate  Finance  Committee.  Each  committee  worked  at  its  own 
pace,  and  after  each  piece  of  legislation  cleared  both  houses  and 
a  conference  conunittee  to  reconcile  differences,  it  was  sent  to 
the  president  for  signature.  The  ^'budget*'  that  emerged  was  the 
uncoordinated  sum  of  the  spending  consequences  of  all  these 
laws.* 

No  committee  of  Congress  was  in  charge  of  the  budget  as  a 
whole.  Although  the  Ways  and  Means  and  Finance  Committees 
were  in  command  of  the  laws  governing  taxes,  they  acted  inde- 
pendently, and  often  in  ignorance,  of  actions  taken  by  the  spending 
committees.  The  ApprofHiations  Committees  did  give  some  over- 
all guidance  to  their  subcommittees  and  usually  cut  spending 
below  the  president's  request.  Authorizing  conunittees  were 
totally  uncoordinated  and  often  circumvented  the  Appropriations 
Conunittees  by  establishing  and  liberalizing  entitlements.  Entitle- 
ments are  authorizing  laws  that  establish  a  beneficiary's  claim  to 
a  government  payment  (for  example,  food  stamps),  thereby  mak- 
ing the  subsequent  appropriation  an  uncontrollable  item  in  the 
sense  that  the  Appropriations  Committees  had  no  discretion  over 
it.  Aside  from  the  lack  of  coordination  and  of  a  central  accountable 
entity,  this  congressional  process  lacked  timeliness.  Some  appro- 


3.  The  budget  document  itself  is  not  a  proposed  law.  It  is  accompanied  by  proposed 
laws  that  are  very  specific.  There  is  no  single  law  that  can  be  called  '*the  budget.**  See  the 
discussion  in  the  text  of  budget  resolutions. 

4.  And  oflaws  passed  eariierwhich  established '*pennanent  appropriations**  (such  as 
for  interest  on  the  national  debt)  that  do  not  require  annual  legislation. 
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priations  became  law  before  the  start  of  the  fiscal  year;  others  did 
not.  When  a  regular  appropriation  had  not  been  passed,  an  agency 
would  be  financed  under  a  continuing  resolution,  a  stopgap 
measure  that  left  much  to  be  desired. 

The  Congressional  Budget  and  Impoundment  Control  Act 
of  1974 

Most  of  these  procedures  remain  intact  today,  but  the  Congres- 
sional Budget  and  Impoundment  Control  Act  of  1974  made  several 
important  changes  in  budgetary  procedures  while  building  on  the 
existing  structure  of  legislative  activity.  The  act  created  a  Com- 
mittee on  the  Budget  in  each  house  to  coordinate  budget  policy 
and  a  Congressional  Budget  Office  to  provide  staff  expertise.  The 
coordinating  role  of  the  Budget  Committees  can  best  be  under- 
stood through  the  procedural  calendar  also  established  by  the 
1974  act.  Under  the  new  procedures  the  proposed  laws  imple- 
menting the  president's  budget  are  still  parceled  out  to  the  au- 
thorization, appropriation,  and  tax  committees,  but  action  on  the 
floor  of  Congress  is  not  permitted  until  certain  milestones  are 
passed.  The  cycle  begins  in  mid-March,  when  each  conmiittee 
sends  a  report  to  the  Budget  Committee  containing  its  recommen- 
dations for  budgetary  action  in  its  domain  of  expertise. 

The  Budget  Committees  draft  and  report  out  by  April  IS  ?i  first 
concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget.  This  resolution  specifies 
aggregate  targets  for  budget  authority,  outlays,  revenues,  and 
deficits,  as  well  as  for  the  cumulative  debt  subject  to  statutory 
limit.^  The  resolution  also  sets  forth  targets  for  budget  authority 
and  outlays  in  each  function  (national  defense,  health,  and  so 
forth).  Budget  Committee  staff  translates  them  into  targets  for 


5.  The  debt  subject  to  statutory  limit  includes  virtually  all  Treasury  debt  whetlier 
owned  by  the  public  or  by  federal  agencies.  The  unified  budget  deficit  (**the  deficit**  in 
everyday  parlance),  on  the  other  hand,  nets  out  the  annual  surplus  of  federal  trust  funds 
(almost  always  held  in  the  form  of  Treasury*  securities),  and  it  does  not  include  the  deficit 
of  off-budget  entities,  which  are  financed  by  the  issue  of  Treasury  debt.  Thus  the  annual 
increase  in  the  debt  subject  to  statutory  limit  (except  for  small  acyustments  relating  to  cash 
accounts)  equals  the  unified  budget  deficit  plus  the  trust  fund  surplus  plus  the  deficit  of  off- 
budget  entities.  The  debt  subject  to  statutory  limit  will  rise  even  if  the  budget,  as 
conventionally  defined,  is  balanced:  it  will  cease  rising  only  if  there  is  a  surplus  on  non- 
trust  fund  accounts  ('^federal  funds**)  equal  to  or  greater  than  the  deficit  of  off-budget 
entities.  See  Budget  of  the  United  States  Government,  Fiscal  Year  I9S3,  Special  Analysis 
E:  Borrowing  and  Debt. 
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each  committee  that  has  jurisdiction  over  some  part  of  the  budget. 
Once  a  common  first  concurrent  resolution  has  passed  each  house, 
scheduled  for  May  IS,  the  authorizing  and  appropriating  commit- 
tees, acting  under  the  guidance  of  the  first  resolution,  may  bring 
bills  to  the  floor.^  All  the  while,  the  Congressional  Budget  Office 
keeps  track  of  the  progress  of  legislation  and  aids  the  Budget 
Committees  in  informing  members  if  the  targets  in  the  resolution 
are  likely  to  be  breached.  Thus  during  the  summer,  when  most 
spending  legislation  is  being  enacted,  the  committees  of  Congress 
are  under  only  one  (nonbinding)  constraint — ^the  target  for  spend- 
ing or  taxing  allocated  to  them  as  a  result  of  the  first  concurrent 
resolution. 

The  congressional  budgetary  process  culminates  in  September, 
just  before  the  start  of  the  fiscal  year,  which  was  shifted  to  October 
by  the  1974  act.  The  act  requires  Congress  to  pass  a  second 
concurrent  resolution  in  September  and,  if  necessary,  to  revise 
the  limits  contained  in  the  first  resolution.  The  estimates  for 
spending  and  taxing  in  the  second  resolution  are  ''binding'*  in  this 
sense:  once  the  resolution  has  been  passed,  any  member  can  kill 
legislation  that  raises  the  outlays  and  budget  authority  above  their 
ceiling  or  reduces  revenues  below  the  revenue  floor  by  objecting 
to  its  consideration.  Before  any  such  legislation  can  be  passed,  a 
third  concurrent  resolution  is  required  to  change  the  limits.  Thus 
the  final  binding  budget  under  the  new  procedtires  constrains  only 
legislative  action;  it  does  not  limit  the  budgetary  outcomes  them- 
selves. Indeed,  the  budget  resolutions  are  only  a  set  of  rules  for 
Congress;  they  are  not  signed  by  the  president  and  have  no  status 
as  laws.  Also,  if  at  the  time  the  second  concurrent  resolution  is 
adopted  the  previous  actions  of  any  committee  are  found  to  be 
inconsistent  with  the  dollar  limits  of  the  second  resolution,  the 
situation  would  be  rectified  by  the  reconciliation  process.  In  the 
second  resolution  itself,  committees  would  receive  reconciliation 
instructions  that  directed  them  to  amend  or  to  rescind  appropria- 
tions or  other  spending  legislation  or  to  change  the  tax  laws.  The 
legislation  drafted  by  the  committees  given  these  directives  would 
be  packaged  (without  change)  by  the  Budget  Committees  into  a 


6.  The  1974  act  required  that  authorizing  legislation  be  reported  by  committees  no 
later  than  May  15,  but  numerous  waivers  of  procedure  have  weakened  this  constraint. 
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single  budget  reconciliation  act.  The  budget  reconciliation  act 
must  clear  Congress  by  September  25,  to  give  the  president  time 
to  sign  it  before  the  fiscal  year  begins.^ 

How  the  Process  Worked 

These  procedures  operated  pretty  much  as  the  legislation 
intended  between  1976  (when  the  new  procedures  were  first  fully 
implemented)  and  1978  (covering  the  budgets  for  fiscal  years  1977- 
79).  As  shown  in  table  7-1 ,  the  budget  calendar  was  adhered  to  in 
that  period,  and  the  first  resolution  outlay  targets  were  not 
breached  by  either  comniittee  legislative  activity  or  subsequent 
events.  Revenues  were  slightly  overestimated  in  fiscal  1977  but 
underestimated  in  1978  and  1979,  and  the  actual  budget  deficit 
came  in  well  under  initial  estimates. 

This  propitious  start  for  a  new  procedure  was  facilitated  by  the 
state  of  the  economy  and  the  reaction  to  it  in  Congress.  In  1977 
and  1978  recovery  from  the  recession  of  the  mid-1970s  was  the 
central  economic  preoccupation  of  the  country.  President  Carter*s 
first  budgetary  actions,  amending  the  1978  budget,  were  explicitly 
designed  to  stimulate  the  economy.  The  substantive  committees 
of  Congress  supported  him,  and  the  Budget  Committees  made 
little  challenge,  thus  establishing  their  place  in  the  legislature 
without  disturbing  continuing  power  relationships. 

Fiscal  1979  represented  a  transition  for  the  economy  and  for 
budget  policy.  When  President  Carter  first  proposed  his  budget 
for  that  year  in  January  1978,  the  centerpiece  was  a  tax  cut 
intended  to  maintain  the  growth  of  the  economy.  As  time  passed, 
however,  it  became  clear  that  the  economy  was  improving  signif- 
icantly and  that  inflation  was  worsening.  The  president  narrowed 
the  proposed  tax  cut,  and  these  lower  limits  were  incorporated  in 
the  second  concurrent  resolution  passed  in  September.  In  Octo- 
ber, when  the  tax  bill  reached  the  floor  of  the  Senate,  several 
proposals  to  deepen  the  tax  cut  beyond  the  limits  of  the  second 
resolution  were  defeated  when  Senator  Edmund  S.  Muskie, 
Budget  Committee  chairman,  objected  and  was  upheld  by  the 
Senate. 


7.  See  Allen  Schick .  Reconciliation  and  the  Congressional  Budget  Process  { American 
Enterprise  Institute  for  Public  Policy  {tesearch.  1981). 
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Congressional  Budget  Resolutions  and  Actual 


Date  of 
conference 

Out- 

Reve- 

Item 

agreement 

lays* 

nues* 

Deficit 

Fiscal  1977 

First  resolution 

5/\yn6 

413.3 

362.5 

50.8 

Second  resolution 

9/16^6 

413.1 

362.5 

50.6 

Actual 

•  •  • 

401.9 

356.9 

45.0 

Ovemin  or  shortfall^  ( - ) 

-11.4 

-5.6 

-5.8 

Fiscal  1978 

First  resolution 

5mm 

461.0 

396.3 

64.7 

Second  rescfhition 

9/i5m 

458.3 

397.0 

61.3 

Actual 

. .  * 

449.9 

401.1 

48.8 

Overrun  or  shoitfalP*  (-) 

-ll.l 

4.8 

-15.9 

Fiscal  1979 

First  resohitioo 

5/17/78 

498.8 

447.9 

50.9 

Second  resolution 

W23/78 

487.5 

448.7 

38.8 

Actual 

•  •  • 

493.7 

465.9 

27.7 

Overrun  or  shortfall^  ( - ) 

-5.1 

18.0 

-23.2 

Fiscal  1990 

First  resolution 

5/24/79 

532.0 

509.0 

23.0 

Second  resolution 

11/28/79 

547.6 

517.8 

29.8 

Actual 

... 

579.6 

520.0 

59.6 

Overrun  or  shoftfislP  (- ) 

47.6 

11.0 

36.6 

Fiscal  mi 

First  resolution 

6/12/80 

613.6 

613.8 

0.2« 

Second  resolution 

11/20/80 

632.4 

605.0 

27.4 

Actual 

•  • . 

657.2 

599.3 

57.9 

Overrun  or  shortfall^  (-) 

43.6 

-14.5 

58.1 

Fiscal  19S2 

First  rcM)]iitioa 

5/21/81 

695.5 

657.8 

37.7 

Second  resolution 

11/19/81 

695.5 

657.8 

37.7 

ActuaH 

725.3 

626.8 

98.6 

1   Actual  outkyiifldrrvvnv^iiacMbyttf  Me  IlKdciMtioM  to  force  at  tiKliae.  la  1^ 
■ewdclimiiofu  idopied  iftef  the  biidirt  motaliom  for  tkat  yctf  were  voted. 

b.  FromflrftfCMliiteB. 

c.  SurphM. 
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Beginning  with  the  1980  budget,  attention  turned  to  fighting 
inflation,  and  budgetary  difficulties  began  to  develop.  The  1980 
budget  proposed  by  President  Carter  in  January  1979  wa$^ed 
as  an  austerity  budget.  It  included  what  seemed  then  (o  be 
unusually  large  spending  cuts,  and  the  deficit  was  limited  to  under 
$30  billion,  a  figure  Carter  had  promised  in  the  fall  of  1978.  For 
the  first  time  the  new  budgetary  procedures  had  to  deal  with 
unpleasant  choices,  and  the  results  were  not  encouraging.  Because 
President  Carter  had  proposed  a  $30  billion  deficit  and  because 
inflation  was  raging  in  early  1979,  the  Budget  Committees  felt 
obliged  to  issue  a  first  concurrent  resolution  with  a  deficit  no  larger 
than  the  president  had  proposed.  The  first  resolution  therefore 
assumed  that  certain  savings,  amounting  to  about  $5.6  billion, 
would  be  made  by  authorizing  committees.  These  were  referred 
to  in  the  conference  report  on  the  first  resolution  but  not  in  the 
resolution  itself.  As  the  summer  wore  on  these  legislative  savings 
failed  to  materialize  in  committee  actions,  and  a  deep  division 
developed  between  the  two  houses.'  For  the  second  concurrent 
resolution,  the  Senate  Budget  Committee  decided  to  carry  out  the 
reconciliation  procedures  and  called  for  $4  billion  in  mandatory 
savings,  and  the  full  Senate  agreed.  The  House  Budget  Committee 
could  not  agree  to  implement  reconciliation,  and  after  a  protracted 
delay  in  conference  the  second  budget  resolution  passed  in  late 
November  1979  with  no  reconciliation.  This  resolution  still  pro- 
jected a  fiscal  1980  deficit  of  under  $30  billion,  even  though  all 
indications  were  that  such  a  level  could  not  be  reached  without 
further  deficit-reducing  legislation.  The  failure  to  implement  rec- 
onciliation meant  that  such  legislation  would  not  be  enacted.  The 
Budget  Committees  were  becoming  convinced  that  the  weak 
mechanism  for  enforcing  legislative  savings  assumed  in  the  first 
concurrent  resolution  needed  strengthening. 

The  Budget  Prelude  of  Fiscal  1981 

The  procedural  developments  in  the  1981  budgetary  process 
were  a  turning  point.  In  January  1980  President  Carter  sent 
Congress  his  budget  proposal,  tailored  to  election-year  politics. 

8.  The  legislative  savings  were  supported  by  the  Carter  administration,  but  its  influence 
with  Congress  was  low  in  mid- 1 979.  the  period  in  which  the  president  went  on  a  solitary 
retreat  and  then  fired  several  members  pf  the  cabinet. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


439 


230  Robert  W.  Hartman 

It  dropped  the  austerity  theme  and  tried  to  offend  no  important 
constituency.  Perhaps  because  of  the  public^s  awareness  that  the 
second  budget  resolution  for  fiscal  1980  was  phony  in  the  sense 
that  its  assumptions  were  not  likely  to  be  realized,  a  sharp  eye 
was  cast  on  Carter*s  January  proposal.  The  reaction  was  skepti- 
cism, and  this  contributed  to  plummeting  financial  markets  eariy 
in  1980.  Interest  rates  on  three-month  Treasury  bills  rose  from  12 
to  IS.S  percent  between  January  and  March.  Bond  and  stock 
prices  fell  precipitously. 

President  Carter  withdrew  his  budget  seven  weeks  after  it  was 
submitted  and  began  an  extensive  series  of  conferences  with 
members  of  Congress  on  an  acceptable  alternative.  The  chairmen 
and  members  of  the  Budget  Committees  played  a  major  role  along 
with  the  leadership  of  Congress  in  these  negotiations.  After 
President  Carter  submitted  his  revised  budget  in  March,  the 
Budget  Conunittees  took  advantage  of  this  enhanced  role  and 
supported  a  first  concurrent  resolution  that  included  reconciliation 
instructions  directing  eight  House  and  ten  Senate  authorizing 
committees  to  report  legislation  reducing  outlays  by  over  $6  billion 
in  1981.  Tax  committees  were  instructed  to  raise  more  than  $4 
billion  in  revenues.  These  actions  were  only  a  small  part  of  those 
needed  to  balance  the  budget  as  promised  in  the  resolution.'  The 
committees  were  instructed  to  report  legislation  within  a  few 
weeks  of  the  first  resolution,  which  passed  in  June  1980. 

The  move  to  cut  spending  stalled  in  the  middle  of  1980.  The 
recession  coupled  with  an  election  led  to  a  stalemate.  The  Senate 
passed  a  reconciliation  bill  in  July  and  the  House  passed  its  quite 
different  bill  in  September.  The  conference  committee,  which 
numbered  over  one  hundred,  repeatedly  deadlocked  and  did  not 
pass  the  reconciliation  act  until  eariy  December  after  the  long- 
delayed  second  budget  resolution  was  voted. 

The  Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation  Act  of  1980  was  a  disap- 
pointing piece  of  legislation.  Since  the  reconciliation  instructions 
included  in  the  first  concurrent  resolution  specified  savings  targets 
for  fiscal  1981  only,  a  number  of  committees  ''complied**  by 
drafting  changes  in  law  that  shifted  expenditures  from  1981  to 

9.  Further  savings  were  assumed  to  be  made  on  appropriations.  As  a  safeguard,  the 
first  resolution  called  for  delaying  the  transmittal  to  tlie  president  of  appropriations  bills 
that  exceeded  the  resolution  targets  until  a  second  resolution  had  been  approved. 
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future  years.  Other  committees  included  legislation  that  actually 
raised  spending  in  some  programs  to  partly  offset  cuts  made.  A 
reduction  in  cost-of-living  adjustments  for  federal  civilian  and 
military  retirees  that  passed  the  Senate  was  dropped  by  the 
conference.  In  all,  the  Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation  Act  pro- 
vided $4.6  billion  in  outlay  reductions  and  $3.6  billion  in  new 
taxes,  for  a  total  deficit-reduction  package  of  about  $8  billion,  well 
under  the  action  needed  to  balance  the  budget  as  originally 
intended. 

Two  additional  innovations  in  the  fiscal  1981  congressional 
budgetary  process  are  worth  noting.  First,  both  houses  of  Con- 
gress made  a  start  on  multiyear  budgeting.  The  budget  resolutions 
incorporated  budget  targets  for  the  out-years  fiscal  1982  and  1983 
as  well  as  for  the  budget  year  1981,  but  each  house  set  different 
targets  for  future  years.  Second,  fdr  the  first  time  levels  of  federal 
credit  activity  were  specified.  This  ''credit  budget**  attempted  to 
curb  the  total  volume  of  both  new  direct  loans  and  guaranteed 
loan  commitments  of  federal  agencies  by  requesting  that  appro- 
priation limitations  be  extended  to  all  federal  credit  activity.  Such 
actions  were  intended  to  increase  control  since  many  federal 
credit  activities  are  subject  to  weak  limits  imposed  by  authorizing 
legislation  that  sets  the  terms  of  loans,  by  executive  discretion,  or 
even  by  market  demand.  As  in  the  early  years  of  the  new  budgetary 
process,  however,  these  ''credit  limits**  were  revised  during  fiscal 
1981  to  conform  to  what  was  happening  to  federal  credit,  rather 
than  the  other  way  around. 

The  Reagan  Revolution 

In  many  ways  the  stage  had  been  set  for  President  Reagan*s 
entrance.  Over  time,  the  Budget  Committees  had  increasingly 
extended  their  roles  in  and  influence  over  budgeting  outcomes.  A 
major  procedural  breakthrough  had  been  made  in  1980  when 
reconciliation  instructions  were  incorporated  in  the  first  concur- 
rent resolution.  And  yet  the  Stockman-directed  progress  of  Pres- 
ident Reagan*s  budgetary  legislation  through  the  summer  of  1981 
is  regarded  by  many  as  a  revolution  because  of  the  size  and  scope 
of  the  changes  made  and  the  threat  they  pose  to  hallowed  congres- 
sional procedures. 

Within  about  seven  weeks  of  taking  office.  President  Reagan 
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sent  Congress  a  full-blown  set  of  budget  revisions  for  fiscal  1982 
and  beyond.  The  most  controversial  proposals  were  an  increase 
in  spending  for  national  defense,  a  reduction  in  business  and 
personal  taxes »  and  a  huge  cut  in  federal  ndndefense  spending. 
The  administration,  with  the  support  of  the  Republican-controlled 
Senate  Budget  Committee,  sought  to  carry  out  as  much  of  the 
spending  reduction  program  as  possible  in  the  form  of  reconcilia- 
tion action.  The  Senate  in  late  March  (just  a  few  days  after  the 
president's  budget  revisions  were  submitted)  passed  a  resolution 
instructing  its  committees  to  make  major  budget  cuts. 

These  instructions  were  incorporated  in  the  Senate's  first 
concurrent  resolution  (which  passed  in  May).  The  House  pro- 
ceeded along  a  more  conventional  track.  The  Budget  Committee 
reported  a  first  concurrent  resolution  that  included  reconciliation 
instructions.  This  resolution,  which  bore  the  stamp  of  Chairman 
James  R.  Jones,  was  challenged  on  the  floor  of  the  House  by  a 
substitute  resolution  cosponsored  by  Delbert  L.  Latta(the  ranking 
Republican  on  the  House  Budget  Committee)  and  Phil  Gramm  (a 
Democratic  member  of  the  committee  and  a  leader  of  a  group  of 
conservative  Democrats  called  ''Boll  Weevils*').  Gramm-Latta  I, 
as  the  budget  resolution  became  known,  passed  the  House  in  late 
May,  after  an  apparently  effective  presidential  television  plea  for 
it.  The  Senate  passed  an  equivalent  resolution  the  next  day. 

Granmi-Latta  was  monumental  in  a  number  of  respects.  First, 
it  contained  instructions  for  budget  reductions  addressed  to  fifteen 
House  committees  and  fourteen  Senate  committees.  The  instruc- 
tions specified  amounts  to  be  saved  for  fiscal  years  1982,  1983, 
and  1984.  This  multiyear  focus  was  designed  to  avoid  the  tempo- 
rary cosmetic  cuts  of  the  previous  year's  l^slation  and  to 
complement  the  administration's  multiyear  tax-cutting  plan.  Sec- 
ond, the  outlay  reductions  totaled  $36  billion,  $47  billion,  and  $56 
billion  for  the  three  fiscal  years,  over  8  percent  of  nondefense, 
noninterest  outlays.  These  sums  were  several  times  laiger  than 
previous  reconciliation  actions.  Third,  the  reconciliation  savings 
were  to  be  made  in  two  types  of  authorizing  legislation:  entitle- 
ments and  discretionary  programs.  For  entitlement  spending,  a 
reconciliation  directive  to  the  authorizing  committee  is  recognized 
as  the  only  way  to  impose  restraint  since  subsequent  appropria- 
tions are  perfunctory.  But  spending  for  other  programs  (for 
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example,  grants  to  states  for  education  programs)  can  be  limited 
either  by  proposing  limits  on  annual  appropriations  or  by  the 
much  stronger  measure  of  directing  the  committee  that  authorized 
the  program  to  lower  the  authorization  ceiling  over  several  years. 
The  latter  arrangement  was  a  feature  <A  Gramm-Latta  (and  was 
not  part  of  the  Jones  proposal  that  was  defeated). 

The  congressional  committees  responded  to  the  reconciliation 
instructions  by  submitting  legislation  affecting  2S0  different  fed- 
eral programs.  '^  Arguing  that  some  of  the  changes  proposed  in  the 
House  showed  a  ''clear  danger  of  Congressional  backsliding  and 
a  return  to  spending  as  usu^d/''*  the  administration  quickly 
fashioned  an  alternative  reconciliation  bill,  called  Gramm-Latta 
II,  to  replace  the  work  of  several  committees.  Gramm-Latta  U, 
like  its  predecessor,  narrowly  passed  the  House,  after  gaining 
support  from  the  Boll  Weevils  and  a  group  of  moderate  Republi- 
cans called  ''Gypsy  Moths''  who  demanded  and  received  certain 
concessions  from  the  administration.  After  an  efficiently  run 
conference,  the  president  in  August  signed  the  Omnibus  Budget 
Reconciliation  Act  of  1981 ,  an  inch-thick  compendium  of  twenty 
separate  titles  covering  a  range  from  Agriculture  and  Forestry  to 
Health  Professions.  The  law  changed  entitlement  program  eligi- 
bility rules  (for  example,  for  food  stamps),  limited  the  amounts 
authorized  in  scores  of  programs  for  1982-84,  rewrote  major  parts 
of  substantive  law  having  little  effect  on  the  budget  (for  example, 
for  radio  and  TV  broadcasting),  and  probably  did  a  few  other 
things  that  have  not  been  discovered  yet. 

This  extraordinary,  law  was  debated  on  the  floor  of  the  House 
for  two  days.  There  were  no  hearings  at  all  on  some  sections  of 
the  law.  The  possibility  of  amending  the  bill  was  strictly  limited, 
and  it  was  voted  on  in  a  single  vote,  not  section  by  section. 

The  reconciliation  act's  companion  legislation,  the  Economic 
Recovery  Tax  Act  of  1981,  was  meanwhile  wending  its  way 
through  the  Senate  Finance  Committee  and  the  House  Ways  and 


10.  One  committee,  the  House  Energy  and  Commerce  Committee,  could  not  agree  on 
aresponse.  Its  chairman  forwarded  Democratic  proposals  to  the  House  Budget  Committee. 
It  is  not  clear  what  sanctions  can  be  taken  against  a  conunittee  that  refuses  to  comply— 
other  than  the  Budget  Committee  writing  its  own  legislation. 

11.  Ronald  Reagan,  **The  President's  News  Conference  of  June  16,  1961/*  Weekly 
Compilation  of  Presidential  Documents,  vol.  17  (June  22, 1981),  p.  632. 
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Means  Committee.  The  first  concurrent  resolution  had  set  targets 
for  tax  cuts  for  1982-84.  A  period  of  negotiation  between  the 
White  House  and  the  Democratic  chairman  of  the  Ways  and 
Means  Committee,  Congressman  Dan  Rostenkowski,  had  pro- 
duced no  agreement,  especially  on  the  size  and  phasing-in  of  a 
personal  income  tax.  Accordingly,  the  administration  decided  to 
attract  enough  Boll  Weevil  votes  to  its  side  to  command  a  majority 
in  the  House  by  offering  to  include  tax  changes  that  would  appeid 
to  them.  Rostenkowski  countered  with  additional  lures  to  keep 
the  Boll  Weevils  in  the  fold.  0MB  Director  Stockman  character- 
ized the  resulting  scramble  as:  "'The  hogs  were  really  feeding. 
The  greed  level ,  the  level  of  opportunism  Just  got  out  of  control .  *  * " 
Despite  this,  the  Economic  Recovery  Tax  Act  complied  with  the 
revenue  reduction  limits  in  the  first  concurrent  resolution,. al- 
though the  act*s  tax  cut  for  1985  (which  was  deepened  by  adding 
indexation  of  the  individual  income  tax  in  that  year)  probably 
went  beyond  what  the  supporters  of  the  concurrent  resolution 
had  envisioned. 

Aftermath 

Congress  adjourned  in  August.  The  members  heard  from  con- 
stituents about  high  interest  rates,  and  they  had  time  to  think 
about  what  had  transpired  in  the  first  half  year  of  budget  policy 
under  President  Reagan.  Congress  prides  itself  on  being  a  delib- 
erative body.  The  helter-skelter  of  enacting  reconciliation  and  the 
tax  bill  was  the  opposite  of  a  careful  legislative  process.  The 
modus  operandi  of  the  Congress  had  for  a  long  time  been:  the 
work  is  done  by  conmiittees  that  share  power.  In  1981  the  Senate 
had  ceded  fiill  control  to  the  Budget  Conmiittee,  and  in  the  House 
the  conunittee  proposals  for  reconciliation  had  been  thrown  out. 
The  main  function  of  Appropriations  Committee  members  had 
been  as  watchdog  on  the  Treasury.  But  the  reconciliation  process 
had  given  the  play  to  the  Budget  Committees  and  the  authorizing 
committees,  leaving  Appropriations  a  cipher.  Members  of  Con- 
gress like  to  show  their  expertise  and  independence  by  sponsoring 
amendments  and  the  like,  but  the  whole  legislative  show  in  1981 


12.  As  quoted  in  Greider,  **Educatio^  of  David  Stockman,**  p.  51 . 
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had  boiled  down  to  two  votes  for  or  against  President  Reagan's 
entire  program.  These  concerns,  as  well  as  uneasiness  about  the 
economy,  presaged  trouble  ahead. 

The  president's  initial  budget  plan  had  contemplated  program 
cuts  to  be  made  in  areas  not  covered  by  reconciliation.  So  had  the 
first  concurrent  resolution  on  the  1982  budget.  The  exact  size  of 
these  cuts  was  a  matter  of  confusion,  in  part  because  the  presi- 
dent's cuts  were  measured  from  a  baseline  different  from  that 
used  in  reconciliation.  Moreover,  some  of  the  members  of  Con- 
gress who  had  been  lured  into  the  administration's  camp  for  the 
reconciliation  thought  they  had  been  promised  some  relenting  in 
the  pursuit  of  further  cuts. 

Against  this  backdrop  came  the  Reagan  administration's  fall 
offensive.  A  new  package  of  budget  cuts  encompassing  entitle- 
ment reductions,  appropriations  reductions,  and  even  some  ""rev- 
enue  enhancement"  was  announced  by  the  admitiistration  on 
September  24  (incidentally  making  it  absolutely  impossible  to 
meet  the  deadlines  set  by  the  1974  act).  The  program  was  not  well 
received  by  Congress.  The  entitlement  package  was  never  even 
formally  introduced  and  the  tax  enhancers  were  withdrawn.  The 
administration  decided,  however,  to  make  yet  another  fight  over 
its  proposed  across-the-board  (with  some  exceptions)  reductions 
in  appropriations. 

When  the  fiscal  year  began  on  October  1,  no  appropriations 
bills  had  been  signed  into  law.  >^  As  a  result,  the  entire  government 
was  being  funded  under  a  continuing  appropriation  law.  The  first 
continuing  appropriation  resolution,  signed  into  law  on  September 
30,  is  a  relatively  short  document  setting  limits  on  the  conmiitment 
of  funds  for  the  first  part  of  the  year.  Instead  of  specifying 
appropriations  on  a  line-by-line  basis  as  in  ordinary  appropriations 
laws,  the  resolution  sets  spending  limits  by  mechanical  rules. 
Thus  the  limit  on  spending  for  each  program  is  as  follows:  if  both 
houses  have  passed  an  appropriation  for  that  program,  it  may 
operate  at  the  lesser  of  the  two  appropriated  amounts;  if  only  one 
house  has  passed  an  appropriation,  spending  may  continue  at  the 
lesser  of  the  appropriated  amount  or  the  "'current  rate."  The 


13.  The  legislative  branch  appropriation  was  incorporated  into  the  first  continuins 
appropriation  resolution. 
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current  rate  generally  means  the  rate  of  the  previous  fiscal  year.'^ 
The  first  continuing  appropriation  set  an  expiration  date  of  No- 
vember 20,  1981,  in  the  expectation  that  regular  appropriations 
laws,  which  supersede  continuing  appropriations,  would  be  on 
the  books  by  that  time. 

As  it  turned  out,  very  few  appropriations — and  none  of  the 
major  ones — had  been  passed  by  Friday,  November  20,  because 
of  the  continuing  controversy  over  the  administration's  fall- 
offensive  cuts,  and  a  second  continuing  appropriation  was  needed. 
The  Congress  agreed  on  such  a  bill  at  the  final  hour  and  sent  it  to 
President  Reagan.  Over  the  weekend  of  November  21-22,  Presi- 
dent Reagan  decided  to  veto  the  continuing  resolution  and  did  so 
on  Monday,  November  23.  As  a  result,  federal  offices  throughout 
the  country  closed  that  day ,  nonessential  workers  were  sent  home, 
and  President  Reagan  and  members  of  Congress  (who  stayed  on 
the  job — their  appropriation  had  passed)  got  together  that  same 
day  on  a  compromise  extension  of  the  continuing  resolution  until 
December  15.  On  December  15,  with  few  appropriations  yet 
enacted,  still  another  continuing  appropriation  was  passed  until 
February  15, 1982. 

By  the  end  of  December  198 1  most  appropriations  laws  (though 
not  the  biggest  nondefense  one,  for  the  Departments  of  Labor, 
Health  and  Human  Services,  and  Education)  had  been  signed  into 
law.  As  indicated  in  table  7-2,  the  administration  was  forced  to 
accept  some  increases  over  its  fall  proposals  in  the  appropriations 
that  passed.  In  defense  and  foreign  aid,  appropriations  were  below 
the  administration's  request;  but  the  Agriculture,  Interior,  and 
combined  Housing  and  Urban  Development,  Veterans  Adminis- 
tration, and  National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Administration 
appropriations  exceeded  the  administration's  request.  So  far, 
total  appropriations  for  fiscal  1982  are  about  $  1 .9  billion  above  the 
administration's  fall  proposals.  For  the  msyor  appropriations  not 
passed  at  the  time  of  this  writing,  it  appears  that  another  $3  billion 
will  probably  be  added.  (These  comparisons  are  for  budget  au- 


14.  Even  so,  **current  Fate"  is  an  ambiguous  term  because  *'the**  rate  of  the  previous 
fiscat  year  may  be  quite  different  rates  for  each  quarter  (which  is  generally  the  period  over 
which  the  0MB  apportions  appropriations  to  agencies)  and  the  final  quarter  of  the  fiscal 
year  may  not  reflect  what  the  Appropriations  Committee  intends  as  the  limit  for  the  next 
period. 
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thority;  difTerences  in  outlays  would  be  smaller.)  While  it  is 
probably  true  that  these  discretionary  appropriations  would  have 
been  even  higher  if  the  administration  had  not  waged  a  fall 
offensive,  it  is  clear  that  President  Reagan*s  total  mastery  over 
budgeting  began  to  erode  in  the  appropriations  process.  It  is  also 
evident  that  the  patent  disregard  for  the  Appropriations  Commit- 
tees* prerogatives  in  the  reconciliation  process  stiffened  these 
committees*  resistance  to  further  cuts. 

It  is  universally  agreed  that  operating  a  lai^e  part  of  the 
government  under  continuing  appropriations  is  a  most  unsatisfac- 
tory way  of  doing  the  public*s  business.  First,  because  the 
continuing  resolution  is  simply  a  set  of  general  rules  to  limit 
spending,  it  tends  to  perpetuate  spending  patterns  that  conform 
to  no  one*s  preferences  and  it  can  lead  to  unintended  conse- 
quences. For  example,  if  one  house  of  Congress  passes  a  low 
appropriation  for  a  particular  program,  quite  conceivably  as  a 
result  of  a  vendetta  by  one  member  of  the  Appropriations  Com- 
mittee, that  low  appropriation  governs  the  program  no  matter  how 
high  the  other  house  sets  it.  On  a  regular  appropriation,  matters 
such  as  this  as  well  as  simple  mistakes  are  taken  care  of  in 
conference  before  a  final  bill  is  approved.  Second,  continuing 
appropriations  lead  to  even  greater  managerial  inefficiency  than 
is  customary  in  government  activities.  When  an  agency  manager 
does  not  know  what  level  of  funds  will  be  available  for  the  whole 
fiscal  year,  the  inevitable  tendency  is  to  be  cautious  in  committing 
funds.  Contracts  are  not  let  eariy  in  the  year,  to  ensure  that  funds 
will  be  available  later  in  the  year.  Then  when  the  full  appropriation 
is  finally  voted,  there  is  frantic  activity  to  conunit  fonds  before 
they  expire.  On  some  accounts,  particulariy  those  pertaining  to 
salaries  and  expenses  of  employees,  the  tendency  is  to  be  opti- 
mistic: don*t  fire  anybody  until  it  is  absolutely  necessary.  If  the 
optimism  proves  to  have  been  false  when  the  full  appropriation 
becomes  law,  the  agency  may  have  to  fire  too  many  people  or 
furlough  (put  on  unpaid  leave)  an  entire  staff.  There  is  ample 
evidence  that  this  kind  of  behavior  was  developing  as  fiscal  1982 
unfolded. 

.  The  legislative  history  of  the  1982  budget  ended  on  a  sour  note. 
In  November,  in  the  midst  of  the  dispute  over  the  administration's 
reductions  in  appropriations  and  well  after  it  had  become  evident 
that  economic  events  had  transformed  the  projected  budget  out- 
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comes  of  the  first  concurrent  resolution,  both  houses  passed  a 
second  concurrent  resolution.  Instead  of  acknowledging  the  sharply 
changed  economic  circumstances  and  reaching  some  decision  cm 
appropriations  still  outstanding,  the  second  concurrent  resolution 
simply  rubber-stamped  the  outdated  first  resolution.  In  effect, 
Congress  decided  to  put  over  into  calendar  1982  any  further 
decisions  on  the  budget. 

Retrospective 

The  six  years  that  the  new  congressional  budget  has  been  in 
effect  .cover  a  rough  period  in  the  nation's  economic  history, 
encompassing  a  recovery  from  the  worst  recession  since  the 
1930s,  the  onset  of  high  and  highly  variable  inflation  and  interest 
rates,  and  the  beginning  of  a  period  of  retrenchment  in  federal 
spending.  The  congressional  budgetary  process  has  emeiged  from 
this  period  with  some  scars,  but  with  the  solid  achievement  of 
having  proved  resilient  to  changing  needs.  Stimulating  the  econ- 
omy called  for  acconunodative  Budget  Conunittees,  but  as  the 
economic  and  political  trend  moved  toward  spending  restraint, 
the  control  mechanism  was  strengthened.  When  a  president 
needed  support  in  making  a  credible  budget,  the  budgetary  process 
provided  an  opportunity  for  joint  action  with  the  Congress,  but  it 
also  provided  room  for  a  confrontation  when  the  parties  differed 
sharply.  Such  resilience  could  be  interpreted  as  alack  of  discipline, 
a  process  with  no  firm  direction.  But  a  more  accurate  lesson  to  be 
learned  is  that  economic  and  political  circumstances  do  change 
and  a  flexible  procedure  is  needed  to  allow  changes  in  direction. 

Prospects  for  Pteceftel  Reform 

The  budgetary  history  of  the  last  few  years  raises  two  kinds  of 
questions  for  the  future.  First,  how  will  budget  procedures  affect 
the  decisions  to  be  made  in  the  coming  year?  Second,  what 
modifications  in  budgetary  processes  should  be  made  in  the  longo* 
term? 

Stalemate  and  Its  Alternatives,  1983 

Congressional  action  on  President  Reagan's  1983  budget  is 
uncommonly  difficult  to  forecast.  The  public  and  Congress  seem 
to  agree  that  the  projected  deficits  (especially  if  adjusted  to  more 
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realistic  economic  assumptions  than  those  of  the  administration) 
are  too  high,  but  there  is  little  evidence  of  a  consensus  on  how  to 
lower  them.  The  major  disagreements  are  over  whether  to  raise 
revenues  or  lower  outlays  and  which  types  of  spending  and  taxing 
should  bear  the  brunt  of  the  burden.  The  prospects  for  a  repeat 
performance  by  President  Reagan  in  securing  substantially  com- 
plete acceptance  of  his  budget  seem  remote.  On  the  other  hand, 
expecting  Congress  to  fashion  a  budget  entirely  on  its  own  is 
unrealistic.  Any  group  in  Congress  that  takes  the  lead  on  formu- 
lating a  package — ^which  would  necessarily  involve  both  higher 
taxes  and  msyor  program  cuts — would  face  the  attendant  political 
danger  of  being  blamed  (possibly  by  the  president)  for  being  the 
enemy  of  the  elderly  or  the  taxpayer,  among  others.  It  is  hard  to 
imagine  that  many  congressmen  would  relish  that  role,  and  it  is 
nearly  inconceivable  that  the  Democratic  chairmen  of  the  House 
Budget  Committee  and  the  Ways  and  Means  Committee,  who  lost 
out  to  President  Reagan  in  1981,  would  voluntarily  take  that 
chance  again. 

Another  possibility  is  that  the  president  and  Congress  will  agree 
to  compromise.  A  bipartisan  coalition  in  the  Congress  and  the 
president  would  concur  on  a  set  of  budgetary  actions  perceived 
as  being  built  on  the  president's  plan  but  with  significant  modifi- 
cations. The  agreed-upon  package  would  almost  certainly  require 
a  single  vote  since  the  individual  parts  of  it  could  not  pass  in  an 
election  year;  accordingly,  such  a  package  would  probably  take 
the  form  either  of  firm  reconciliation  instructions  or  even  of 
specific  legislation  attached  to  some  other  bill,  such  as  an  impend- 
ing act  to  raise  the  limit  on  the  public  debt.  These  shortcuts  would 
further  erode  the  conventional  way  of  doing  business  in  Congress; 
thus  opposition  should  be  expected  not  only  on  substantive  and 
partisan  political  grounds  but  also  on  procedural  ones.  This  is  a 
substantial  number  of  hurdles  to  get  over. 

If  an  agreement  is  not  reached,  a  stalemate  is  possible.  Unlike 
other  legislative  action,  a  budgetary  stalemate  does  not  mean  that 
nothing  happens.  In  this  case  it  would  probably  mean  passing  a 
first  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget  that  did  not  contain 
mandatory  instructions  to  authorizing  committees  to  come  up 
with  budget-saving  legislation,  and  it  might  mean  passing  some 
appropriations  that  would  greatly  exceed  the  president's  pro- 
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posals,  which  would  then  be  vetoed.  (Or  the  Appropriations 
Committees  could  fail  to  act  at  all.)  By  October  1  a  continuing 
resolution  covering  spending  for  most  of  the  agencies  and  extend- 
ing through  the  November  election  would  be  needed.  Essentially 
stalemate  means  that  the  difficult  budget  decisions  of  eariy  19SZ 
would  be  pushed  ahead  to  a  postelection  session  of  Congress, 
where  a  clearer  consensus  might  emeige.  This  scenario  appears 
to  be  fraught  with  great  risks  to  the  economy  as  the  uncertainty 
about  the  budget  stretches  out  over  months,  and  it  greatly  in- 
creases the  possibility  of  a  radical  reaction  to  what  will  be 
perceived  as  an  intractable  budget  mess.  One  such  radical  solu- 
tion—a constitutional  amendment  to  balance  the  budget— is  dis- 
cussed below. 

It  is  important  to  end  this  account  with  the  reminder  that,  if 
there  were  a  solution  to  the  budgetary  impasse  that  conunanded 
strcMig  popular  support,  the  budgetary  process  in  the  Congress 
would  not  stand  in  its  way.  Even  with  presidential  opposition, 
one  can  imagine  the  congressional  leadership  riding  the  crest  of  a 
popular  wave  to  beat  back  whatever  fragmentary  congressional 
opposition  to  a  popular  outcome  developed.  The  Congressional 
Budget  and  Impoundment  Control  Act  is  proof  that  Congress, 
acting  alone,  can  undertake  changes  that  roil  customary  legislative 
relationships .  Only  when  an  attempt  is  made  to  preempt  traditional 
legislative  procedures  with  legislation  that  does  not  enjoy  wide 
popular  support  does  the  system  seem  to  fail.  Should  stalemate 
ensue  in  1^2,  the  blame  should  rest  more  on  the  failure  to  reach 
a  consensus  than  on  a  shortcoming  of  the  budgetary  process. 
Indeed,  the  only  hope  of  a  better  outcome  lies  in  the  budgetary 
process  forcing  all  parties  to  attempt  to  reach  such  an  agreement. 

Longer-Run  Reforms 

When  the  current  budget  crisis  subsides,  attention  will  turn  to 
reexamination  of  the  procedures  by  which  Congress  tackles  the 
budget.  Many  members  of  Congress  object  to  the  steps  taken  in 
recent  years  as  being  an  effort  to  make  the  Budget  Committees 
all-powerful,  thereby  challenging  the  shared-power  tradition  and 
even  raising  questions  about  the  role  of  party  leadership  in 
Congress.  These  members  would  like  to  curb  the  Budget  Corn- 
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mittees  and  make  them  responsive  to  the  views  and  actions  of 
other  committees. 

Such  a  reversion  to  past  procedures  makes  the  most  sense  if 
future  Congresses  are  uninterested  in  budgetary  control  but  are 
mainly  concerned  with  retuning  priorities  in  a  growing  budget.  In 
that  case,  enhancing  the  power  of  specialized  committees  would 
build  on  their  strength  in  conducting  fiill  reviews  of  existing  and 
proposed  programs,  considering  legislative  alternatives  in  detail, 
ascertaining  the  views  of  interest  groups,  and  building  constituent 
coalitions  for  government  programs.  These  are  functions  that  a 
budget  committee,  no  matter  how  hard-working,  cannot  accom- 
plish as  effectively.  The  Budget  Committees'  role  in  this  more 
traditional  congressional  arrangement  would  be  to  set  fiscal  policy 
and  dollar  limits  on  broad  priorities;  this  primary  function  of 
coordination  probably  implies  some  revision  of  the  congressional 
calendar  (to  allow  time  for  a  sensible  debate  on  priorities),  some 
consideration  of  the  process  of  setting  economic  assumptions  (so 
that  the  fiscal  plans  of  each  Budget  Committee  and  the  president's 
proposal  are  not  being  measured  differently),  and  some  better 
system  for  reducing  each  committee's  incentives  to  get  as  much 
of  the  budget  pie  as  it  can.  These  changes  would  be  marginal;  the 
budgetary  process  could  revert  to  what  it  was  in  1976-79. 

Procedural  changes  directed  toward  strengthening  budget  con- 
trol, on  the  other  hand,  make  the  most  sense  if  one  envisions  tfie 
environment  of  the  future  as  one  ofheightened  attention  to  slowing 
expenditure  growth  and  cutting  deficits.  The  crucial  procedural 
innovation  of  the  last  few  years — ^reconciliation  early  in  the  budget 
decision  process— seems  essential  to  any  move  to  strengthen 
control.  Because  the  predominant  message  for  the  congressional 
conunittees  in  this  austerity  scenario  is  that  spending  be  cut  and 
taxes  raised,  it  is  unrealistic  to  expect  such  measures  to  be  put 
into  effect  unless  committees  are  forced  to  act.  This  is  the  primary 
function  of  reconciliation:  it  allows  Congress  as  a  whole  to  order 
its  committees  to  take  actions. 

Early  reconciliation  does  not  have  to  follow  the  pattern  set  by 
David  Stockman  in  1981.  The  coverage  of  reconciliation  instruc- 
tions, in  particular,  may  have  gone  overboard  in  that  year.  To 
control  entitlement  programs,  there  is  general  agreement  that 
early  reconciliation  is  a  must.  Authorizing  committees  are  the 


Digitized  by 


Google 


452 


Making  Budget  Decisions  243 

only  agents  that  can  effect  restraint  by  rewriting  the  laws,  and 
they  need  external  direction  and  adequate  time.  For  the  parts  of 
federal  spending  that  are  not  governed  by  entitlements,  the  most 
direct  avenue  of  control  is  appropriations,  not  underlying  laws, 
as  in  the  1981  reconciliation.  Efforts  to  control  appropriations  by 
reconciling  them  in  the  second  concurrent  budget  resolution  at 
the  end  of  a  budget  cycle  are  futile.  Effective  control  of  appropri- 
ations would  mean  that  mandatory  limits  would  have  to  be  moved 
up  to  the  first  concurrent  resolution.  Since  current  budgetary 
procedures  already  contain  a  mechanism  for  providing  dollar 
guidance  to  the  Appropriations  Committees,'^  all  that  would  have 
to  be  done  is  to  make  such  guidance  mandatory,  probably  by 
moving  the  dollar  limits  into  the  budget  resolution  and  stating 
them  as  instructions  rather  than  guidance.  Naturally,  this  proce- 
dural reform  would  not  solve  the  problem  of  the  Appropriations 
Committees  shifting  funds  out  of  one  budget  year  into  the  next; 
the  simplest  solution  would  be  to  move  toward  two-year  appro- 
priation bills  (and  two-year  mandatory  instructions  in  the  first 
budget  resolution)  in  pertinent  parts  of  the  budget. 

Early  reconciliation  and  early  mandatory  limits  on  appropria- 
tions would  strengthen  budgetary  procedures,  but  they  might 
create  new  problems  that  requuxd  further  adjustments  in  the 
process.  One  of  these  is  the  timing  of  the  first  budget  resolution. 
If  the  first  resolution  is  to  be  the  vehicle  for  mandatory  spending 
cuts  and  tax  increases,  a  case  can  be  made  for  pushing  the  deadline 
for  the  resolution  beyond  May  to  give  the  budget  committees  time 
to  digest  the  views  of  the  president  and  of  the  committees.  A  case 
can  also  be  made  that  the  resolution  should  be  issued  before  May 
to  give  woricing  committees  time  to  hold  hearings ,  consult  experts, 
and  deliberate  before  writing  the  laws.  No  one  wants  to  repeat  the 
haste  of  legislation  in  1981 .  Since  the  length  of  a  year  is  inunutable, 
both  of  these  timing  changes  cannot  be  made.'^  One  school  of 
thought  holds  that  the  solution  is  a  biennial  budget.  The  first  year 
would  be  devoted  to  events  leading  up  to  a  first  concurrent 


15.  The  mechanisin  is  the  allocatioa  of  dollar  limits  by  committee  under  section  302  of 
the  Congressional  Budget  and  Impoundment  Control  Act. 

16.  Starting  the  new  fiscal  year  in  January  rather  than  October  to  lengthen  the  decision 
period  is  regarded  as  out  of  the  question,  if  only  because  economic  forecasU  would  have 
to  be  made  so  &r  in  advance  that  they  would  be  less  ciedtble  than  they  are  now 
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resolution  and  the  second  to  carrying  out  that  resolution  by  issuing 
two-year  appropriations.  This  idea  has  some  obvious  problems 
relating  to  economic  forecasts  (see  footnote  16)  and  to  the  timing 
of  elections  and  presidential  transitions.'^ 

Another  aspect  of  budget  reform  intended  to  strengthen  existing 
procedures  relates  to  the  coverage  of  the  budget  and  the  scope  of 
its  control.  The  most  obvious,  though  not  widely  recognized, 
weakness  here  is  that  current  budgetary  procedures  are  asym- 
metrically weak  in  dealing  with  taxation.  Budget  resolutions  spell 
out  spending  limits  by  function  while  the  only  tax  guidance  ofTered 
is  a  single  number  for  the  amount  revenues  are  to  be  raised  or 
lowered.  While  there  is  a  legislative-structure  reason  for  this 
imbalance''  and  the  tax  committees*  hegemony  inspires  awe, 
stronger  budget  control  implies  greater  detail  in  the  budget  reso- 
hition  on  the  kind  of  tax  changes  it  seeks.  This  could  be  accom- 
plished by  specifying  broad  targets  by  tax  type  (for  example, 
income  tax  or  excise  tax)  or  by  functional  breakdown  of  tax 
expenditures  (for  example,  to  eliminate  subsidies  that  the  tax 
system  gives  to  hbalth  and  to  housing).  Along  the  same  lines, 
centralized  budget  control  could  be  strengthened  by  tighter  con- 
trols on  federal  credit  activities.  For  example,  Congressmen 
Norman  Y.  Mineta  and  Edwin  R.  Bethune,  Jr.  (and  ISO  cospon- 
sors)  have  suggested  in  House  bill  2372  that  targets  for  new  direct 
loan  obligations  and  loan  guarantee  commitments  be  incorporated 
in  the  first  budget  resolution  and  that  the  second  resolution  set 
binding  limits  on  legislative  activity  pertaining  to  loans.  The 
Mineta-Bethune  bill  would  also  require  extensive  reports  on  the 
status  of  federal  credit  activity  and  its  relation  to  monetary  policy 
from  the  Treasury  and  the  Federal  Reserve  Board.  Of  equally 
serious  concern  for  control  are  off-budget  entities,  but  here  the 
miyor  activity  is  that  of  one  organization,  the  Federal  Financing 


17.  If  a  two-year  cycle  commenced  in  October  of  even-numbered  years.  President 
Reagan's  first  budget  proposal  made  with  the  help  of  a  full  staff  would  be  for  the  two  years 
starting  in  October  19S4,  only  a  few  months  before  his  term  expires.  Starting  in  an  odd 
year  interposes  a  congressionid  election  in  the  middle  of  the  two-year  deliberative  process. 

18.  A  single  spending  number  could  not  be  allocated  among  the  various  committees, 
but  the  functional  breakdown  in  the  budget  resolutions  makes  this  feasible.  However, 
there  is  only  one  tax  committee  in  each  house,  so  a  single  revenue  target  can  be  allocated 
to  its  proper  committee. 
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Bank,  and  it  can  be  dealt  with  in  a  number  of  ways  that  do  not 
entail  revamping  budgetary  procedures.*' 

The  long  list  of  reforms  considered  under  this  heading  of 
strengthening  budgetary  procedures  requires  two  cautionary  notes. 
First,  if  all  the  reforms  were  implemented,  the  process  might  fall 
from  its  own  weight.  The  work  load  from  existing  procedures  is 
already  heavy,  and  a  new  calendar,  stronger  directions,  broader 
coverage,  and  so  on  could  bring  sheer  confusion  and  weaken  the 
whole  structure.  Second,  it  seems  ludicrous  to  fortify  congres- 
sional procedures  for  pinpointing  fiscal  policy  decisions  and  fine- 
tuning  federal  credit  activities  without  giving  serious  considera- 
tion to  how  these  decisions  interact  with  monetary  policy.  As 
chapters  2  and  6  of  this  book  illustrate,  setting  standards  for  fiscal 
policy  requires  some  understanding  of,  and  presumably  influence 
over,  general  monetary  and  credit  conditions.  There  are  now  only 
weak  links  between  Federal  Reserve  decisions  and  the  budgetary 
process — mostly  consisting  of  the  central  bank  informing  Con- 
gress of  its  goals  and  accomplishments — and  no  forum  fqr  arriving 
at  the  appropriate  policy  mix.  This  of  course  stems  from  a  long 
tradition,  but  since  we  are  breaking  with  the  past  in  so  many  other 
ways,  maybe  it  is  time  for  a  review  of  congressional  control  over 
money  and  credit. 

A  Constitutional  Amendment  to  Balance  the  Budget 

The  most  radical  approach  to  changing  budgetary  procedures 
would  be  replacing  the  annual  assessment  of  fiscal  alternatives 
with  a  fixed  external  rule,  such  as  a  constitutional  requirement 
that  the  budget  be  balanced  each  year.  This  approach  is  generally 
favored  by  those  who  feel  that  the  present  system  is  biased  toward 
excessive  growth  of  government  and  deficit  financing  of  public 
expenditures.  The  adoption  of  a  constitutional  amendment  to 
balance  the  budget  would  considerably  change  existing  budgetary 
procedures  and  other  aspects  of  running  the  government. 

One  version  of  a  constitutional  amendment  has  passed  the 

19.  See  Congressional  Budget  Office,  The  Federal  Financing  Bank  and  the  Budgetary 
Treatment  of  Federal  Credit  Activities  (CBO,  1982);  and  Andrew  S.  Canon,  'Tiscal 
Activities  outside  the  Budget/*  in  Joseph  A.  Pechman,  ed..  Setting  Natiotf^  Priorities: 
The  1982  Budget  {BTOoldngs  Institution,  1981).  pp.  261-69. 
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Senate  Committee  on  the  Judiciary  and  seems  to  gain  momentum 
each  time  a  budgetary  target  is  missed  or  a  deadline  is  not  met. 
The  amendment  also  seems  to  have  election-year  appeal  because 
it  offers  members  of  Congress  a  chance  to  vote  for  the  popular 
balanced  budget  without  having  to  cut  programs  or  raise  taxes. 
Senate  Joint  Resolution  58  provides  for  a  balanced  budget  by 
requiring  Congress  to  adopt  before  the  start  of  each  fiscal  year  a 
''statement'*  (budget)  in  which  planned  outlays  are  no  greater 
than  total  receipts.  It  also  requires  that  the  planned  receipts  of  the 
budget  grow  no  faster  than  national  income  grew  in  the  previous 
(calendar)  year.  The  final  control  is  that  ''the  Congress  and  the 
President  shall  ensure  that  actual  outlays  do  not  exceed  the  outlays 
set  forth**  in  the  budget  statement.  The  amendment  would  allow 
a  simple  msuority  of  each  house  of  Congress  to  waive  the  receipts- 
growth  clause,  while  a  60  percent  vote  in  each  house  would  be 
needed  to  approve  a  planned  deficit.^ 

Obviously  many  facets  of  such  a  balanced  budget  amendment 
warrant  extended  discussion.  Several  criticisms  can  be  listed. 
Eliminating  discretionary  fiscal  policy  might  spur  undue  reliance 
on  other  aggregate  control  measures.  Strict  control  of  spending 
could  shift  attention  to  regulation  as  an  alternative  or  to  credit 
activities  unless  control  over  them  was  strengthened.  The  amend- 
ment's weak  guidance  for  the  rate  of  growth  of  receipts  could 
make  estimating  receipts  an  even  more  political  exercise  than  it  is 
now.  The  case  for  the  amendment  boils  down  to  a  belief  that 
history  demonstrates  that  nothing  less  will  bring  about  a  balanced 
budget.2> 

One  aspect  of  Senate  Joint  Resolution  58  directly  impinges  on 
budgetary  procedures.  The  stipulation  that  the  president  and 
Congress  ensure  that  actual  outlays  do  not  exceed  planned  outlays 
would  seem  to  require  a  whole  new  set  of  budget-policing  proce- 

20.  There  is  also  a  specific  waiver  for  a  declaration  of  war  and  a  section  forbidding 
Congress  to  require  states  to  '"engage  in  additional  activities**  unless  the  federal  govern- 
ment puts  up  all  the  necessary  fiinds.  See  Balanced  Budget-Tax  Limitation  Constitutional 
Amendment,  S.  Rept.  97-151, 97  Cong.  I  sess.  (Government  Printing  Office,  1981),  p.  2. 

2 1 .  For  a  fuller  discussion  of  the  pro's  and  con*s  of  a  balanced  budget  amendment ,  see 
Bruce  K.  MacLaury,  *' Proposals  to  Limit  Federal  Spending  and  Balance  the  Budget,**  in 
Joseph  A.  Pechman,  ed..  Setting  National  Priorities:  The  1980  Budget  (Brookings 
Institution,  1979),  pp.  213-23;  and  Alvin  Rabushka  and  William  Craig  Stubblebine,  eds.. 
Constraining  Federal  Taxing  and  Spending  (Hoover  Institution,  forthcoming). 
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dures.  Currently  the  entire  budgetary  process  is  based  on  guiding 
legislation  (authorizations  or  appropriations)  that  set  upper  limits 
on  the  commitment  of  funds  over  a  certain  period.  The  actual 
amount  spent  as  a  result  of  such  commitments— outlays — is  not 
directly  controlled  by  existing  procedures.  Actual  outlays  either 
for  a  particular  program  or  in  the  aggregate  may  exceed  planned 
outlays  for  any  number  of  reasons:  an  unforeseen  economic  or 
natural  event,  unexpectedly  rapid  completion  of  contracts,  incor- 
rect projections  of  case  loads,  prices,  or  interest  rates,  and  so  on. 
These  factors  would  still  exist  under  a  constitutional  amendment, 
so  there  would  have  to  be  an  enforcement  mechanism  to  ensure 
that  if  a  preponderance  of  the  uncontrolled  items  were  overrunning 
the  planned  outlay  level,  some  underruns  would  be  available  for 
offset.  In  practice,  this  would  almost  certainly  mean  that  Congress 
would  have  to  delegate  to  the  president  the  power  to  make  such 
adjustments.^^  If  Congress  made  such  a  delegation  with  no  con- 
straints, this  would  give  a  president  broad  license  to  impound  (not 
spend  appropriated)  funds,  which  ironically  was  the  ''abuse  of 
power**  (by  President  Nixon)  that  brought  on  budget  reform  in 
the  first  place.  Giving  the  president  a  line-item  veto,  a  measure 
favored  by  President  Reagan,  would  have  a  similar  effect.  An 
alternative  possibility  would  be  for  Congress  to  delegate  the  power 
to  impound  subject  to  limits  on  how  much  any  particular  program 
could  be  cut.  This,  in  turn,  is  the  equivalent  of  agencies  living 
under  an  insecurity  similar  to  that  of  a  continuing  resolution:  not 
knowing  in  advance  how  much  they  will  have  to  spend.^ 

A  constitutional  amendment  would  greatly  change  federal 
budgeting.  It  would  inevitably  shift  more  power  to  the  executive 
branch  and  would  focus  more  attention  on  matters  such  as  the 
budget  being  on  target  (just  as  public  attention  now  focuses  on 
money  supply  growth  being  on  target)  and  less  attention  on  broad 

22.  Congress  could  assign  a  committee  the  power  to  ensure  that  actual  outlays  stayed 
on  target  or  it  could  regularly  appropriate  so  little  that  an  overrun  could  not  occur.  Neither 
approach  would  last  long:  committees  have  no  executive  power,  which  is  necessary  to 
control  outlays,  and  sham  outlay  estimates  are  sitting  ducks  for  frustrated  spending 
committees. 

23.  It  is  actually  a  greater  insecurity  l)ecause  a  continuing  resolution  creates  uncer- 
tainties alxHit  the  level  of  funds  an  agency  can  commit  while  the  balanced  budget 
amendment  creates  uncertainty  about  spending,  something  that  most  agencies  have  much 
less  ability  to  control. 
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budget  policy  goals.  For  more  than  just  the  obvious  reasons  a 
constitutional  amendment  would  therefore  open  a  new  chapter  on 
how  the  federal  government  conducts  its  operations.^ 


Conclusion 

The  preoccupation  of  this  chapter  with  budgetary  decisionmak- 
ing processes  should  not  divert  attention  from  the  real  issues 
behind  the  policy  crisis.  Government  officials  are  seeking  to  find 
anoninflationary  way  to  move  massive  amounts  of  resources  from 
consumer  industries  to  investment  and  defense  industries,  from 
the  public  to  the  private  sector,  from  Washington  to  the  state 
capitals,  from  the  dole  to  wages  and  dividends,  from  the  current 
standard  of  living  to  the  nation's  future  well-being.  Under  the  best 
of  circumstances,  these  changes  would  be  hard  to  bring  ofT.  The 
fact  that  we  are  attempting  to  move  very  fast  only  heightens  the 
dislocations  that  change  always  brings.  Add  in  a  partisan  political 
environment  and  a  Hippocratic  ethic  for  politicians  C'Do  no 
harm**)  and  you  have  a  recipe  for  stalemate  or  a  hypocritical 
compromise  (Do  no  electoral  damage'*). 

No  budgetary  process  or  external  imperative  can  make  tough 
decisions  easy.  The  present  procedures  have  proved  flexible 
enough  in  the  past  to  accommodate  a  variety  of  economic  circum- 
stances. As  economic  and  political  changes  have  made  a  shift  to 
greater  restraint  in  public  spending  seem  desirable,  budgetary 
control  procedures  have  been  strengthened  and  the  shift  has  been 
carried  out.  The  budgetary  process  would  help  any  grand  compro- 
mise reached  in  1982  between  the  president  and  Congress  by 
providing  a  legislative  vehicle  that  forced  all  parties  to  such  an 
agreement  to  join.  And  the  process  can  be  strengthened  for  future 
years  by  formally  incorporating  early  reconciliation  and  increasing 
the  scope  of  budget  resolutions.  Or  it  can  be  put  back  to  the 
guidance  procedures  of  budget  reform's  early  years.  The  choice 
will  depend  on  the  expected  need  for  tightness  of  budgetary 
control. 

24.  If  two-thirds  of  both  houses  of  Con^ss  ai>pFOved  an  amendment  like  Senate  Joint 
Resolution  58,  it  would  then  have  to  be  ratified  by  three-quarters  of  the  state  legislatures 
and  would  take  effect  in  the  second  fiscal  year  after  ratification.  Since  the  amendment 
takes  spending  and  taxing  for  the  preceding  year  as  a  base,  budgeting  up  to  the  effective 
date  would  probably  be  very  divisive. 
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A  constitutional  amendment  to  balance  the  budget  at  bottom 
expresses  a  lack  of  faith  that  Congress  can  achieve  budgetary 
control  and  a  strong  belief  in  the  importance  of  such  an  achieve- 
ment. The  difficulties  of  reaching  a  budget  compromise  in  1982 
have  apparently  created  a  climate  where  voting  for  a  constitutional 
amendment  to  balance  the  budget  is  an  easy  vote  for  an  esteemed 
goal.  In  reality,  such  an  amendment  would  bring  about  profound 
changes  in  the  government,  not  all  of  which  are  intended  by  its 
proponents. 
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STATEMENT  OF  SENATOR  DOLE 
COnniTTEE  ON  THE  BUDGET 
September  23,  1982 

Mr.  Chairman-- 

i  am  sure  that  some  would  say  that  people  have  hfeard  enough 

ABOUT  THE  BUDGET  AND  THE  BUDGET  PI^OCESS  THIS  YEAR.   ThERE  IS  NO 
QUESTION  THAT  THOSE  TOPICS  HAVE  DOMINATED  POLITICAL  DISCUSSION  TO  AN 
UNPRECEDENTED  DEGREE.   I  DO  THINK,  HOWEVER,  THAT  YOU  AND  YOUR  COMMITTEE 
ARE  PERFORMING  A  VALUABLE  SERVICE  BY  SETTING  ASIDE  THIS  TIME  TO  RECEIVE 
TESTIMONY  ON  THE  BUDGET  PROCESS  AND  POSSIBLE  BUDGET  REFORMS.   AfTER  20 
MONTHS  OF  HARD-FOUGHT  BUDGET  BATTLES,  AND  SEVERN  TESTING  OF  OUR 
MECHANISMS  FOR  SETTING  FISCAL  POLICY,  IT  MAKES  SENSE  TO  STAND  BACK 
A  BIT  AND  CONSIDER  WHAT  WE  HAVE  DONE  THAT  IS  GOOD  AND  WHAT  MIGHT  BE 
DONE  BETTER.   ThAT  IS  THE  PURPOSE  OF  THESE  HEARINGS  AS  I  UNDERSTAND  IT, 
AND  I  AM  PLEASED  TO  HAVE  THE  OPPORTUNITY  TO  SAY  A  FEW  WORDS  ABOUT 
WHERE  THE  BUDGET  PROCESS  MAY  BE  HEADED. 

Period  qf  Innovation 

First,  it  may  be  helpful  to  take  a  brief  look  back  at  where 
WE  have  been  in  this  Congress.  There  should  be  little  doubt,  despite 

SOME  OF  THE  CONTROVERSY  SURROUNDING  OUR  RECENT  BUDGET  ACTIONS,  THAT  THE 
BUDGET  PROCESS  HAS  BEEN, MORE  EFFECTIVE  THAN  EVER  BEFORE  IN  THE  97tH 

Congress.  Notwithstanding  the  record  deficits  that  so  concern  us  all, 
WE  have  made  more  real  progress  on  getting  spending  under  control  than 

AT  ANY  TIME  SINCE  THE  BUDGET  ACT  WAS  SIGNED  INTO  LAW.   ThE  FIGURES  BEAR 
CUT  THAT  SIMPLE  FACT:   FEDERAL  SPENDING  GREW  AT  A  RATE  OF  17.^  PER  CENT 

•■:;   1980;.  but  spending  is  ea^ectfd  "^r  show  growth  at  c-  y  a^.-,"":  f*:   r 
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PER  CEiNT  RATE.   By  HEWING  FAITHFULLY  TO  THE  BUDGET  PLAN  WE  HAVE  ADOPTED 

for  fiscal  year  1983,  including  both  the  reconciliation  bill  already 
passed  and  the  appropriations  bills  coming  upy  the  rate  of  growth  of 
Federal  spending  should  be  down  to  7.5  per  cent  by  1985.  Despite  our 
deficit  woes,  this  is  major  progress  on  the  spending  side  of  the  ledger. 

now,  we  all  know  that  we  still  have  major  fiscal  problems 

ON  OUR  HANDS.   We  COULD  SPEND  MONTHS  DEBATING  WHETHER  PROJECTED 
DEFICITS  ARE  DUE  TO  RECESSION/  TO  OUR  ANT  I- INFLATION  POLICY,  OR  PARTLY 
TO  OUR  TAX  PROGRAM.   BUT  IT  IS  NOT  SO  IMPORTANT  THAT  WE  ASSIGN  BLAME 
FOR  THE  PROBLEM;   THE  REALLY  IMPORTANT  THING  IS  WE  CHOOSE  THE  RIGHT 
POLICY  FOR  DEALING  WITH  THE  DEFICITS  AND  TAKE  FORTHRIGHT  ACTION  TO  DO  SO. 
In  that  CONNECTION,  I  BELIEVE  IT  IS  VITALLY  IMPORTANT  THAT  WE  PRESERVE 

the  gains  won  so  far  in  the  budget* battle,  and  maintain  momentum  for 
further  spending  reductions  that  make  good  policy  sense.  in  order 
to  bring  deficits  into  an  acceptable  range.  nothing  should  be  free 
from  scrutiny. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  past  20  months  have  been  a  period  of 
major  innovation  in  terms  of  using  the  tools  provided  by  the  budget  act. 
Some  of  those  innovations  have  met  with  strong  opposition,  and  have 
sparked  debate  over  the  use  of  the  reconciliation  device  from  the 
standpoint  of  separation  of  powers,  the  prerogatives  of  committee 
chairmen,  and  the  role  of  party  leadership.  speaking  as  a  committee 
chairman--and  one  who  occasionally  feels  he  is  in  charge  of  a  subcommittee 
of  your  committee— i  would  urge  you,  in  reviewing  budget  changes,  not 

TO  WEAKEN  THE  RECONCILIATION  DEVICE  IN  ANY  SIGNIFICANT  WAY.   ThE  FACT 
THAT  RECONCILIATION  HAS  CAUSED  SO  MUCH  DEBATE  IS  A  CLEAR  INDICATION 
THAT  T-"*;  OU'^GET  DEVICE  HAS  r-C^:*:  THROUGH  THE  YEARS  0=  :N«^^1IA  Tf.^T 
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HAVE  INHIBITED  TOUGH  ACTION  ON  THE  BUDGET.   MaNY  OF  US--PROBABLY  ALL  OF 

us--would  have  preferred  relying  exclusively  on  traditional  channels  of 
consultation  and  negotiation  between  committee  chairmen^  house  and 
Senate  leadership,  and  administration  representatives.  In  fact,  we 

HAVE  relied  heavily  ON  ALL  THOSE  TRADITIONAL  PROCEDURES  AS  WELL. 
But  THE  DECISIVE  FACT  IS        THAT  RECONCILIATION  HAS  FORCED  DECISIONS 
ON  THE  OVERALL  BUDGET  THAT  ABSOLUTELY  HAD  TO  BE  MADE.   WhILE  THE 
PROCEDURES  CAN  AND  WILL  BE  REFINED  IN  THE  YEARS  AHEAD,  I  AM  ABSOLUTELY 
CONVINCED  THAT  A  STRONG  RECONCILIATION  DEVICE  IS  AN  ESSENTIAL  ELEMENT 
OF  ANY  EFFECTIVE  BUDGET  STRATEGY. 

Possible  New  Approaches 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  know  that  during  the  course  of  these  hearings 

YOU  ARE  considering  A  NUMBER  OF  SPECIFIC  LEGISLATIVE  PROPOSALS  TO 
REVISE  THE  BUDGET  PROCESS  AND  STREAMLINE  ITS  OPERATIONS.   AmONG  THE 
SUGGESTIONS  THAT  HAVE  BEEN  ARE  A  TWO-YEAR  BUDGET  CYCLE,  A  DIFFERENT 
SYSTEM  OF  CONSULTATION  AMONG  THE  BUDGET  COMMITTEES  AND  THE  LEGISLATIVE 
COMMITTEES,  AND  CLOSER  COORDINATION  BETWEEN  CONGRESS  AND  THE  EXECUTIVE 
IN  DEVELOPING  THE  BUDGET.   EaCH  OF  THESE  PROPOSALS  HAS  MERIT,  AND  WHILE 
I  AM  NOT  PREPARED  TO  ENDORSE  ANY  SPECIFIC  PLAN  AT  THIS  TIME,  I  WOULD 

URGE  THE  Committee  to  review  these  proposals  with  the  goal  of  finding 

A  WAY  TO  rationalize  THE  BUDGET  PROCESS  AND  CUT  THE  AMOUNT  OF  LEGISLATIVE 
TIME  WE  ARE  OBLIGED  TO  SPEND  ON  BUDGET  MATTERS.   MaNY  OTHERS  HAVE  MADE 
THE  SAME  POINT,  BUT  IT  DOES  NEED  TO  BE  STRESSED:   WE  SPEND  TOO  MUCH 
TIME  WORKING  OUT  AND  VOTING  ON  THE  BUDGET  IN  ALL  ITS  PARTICULARS, 
AND  THERE  SHOULD  BE  SOME  WAY  TO  IMPROVE  MATTERS  WITH  FIRMER  DEADLINES, 
A  LONGER  BUDGET  CYCLE,  STRONGER  ENFORCEMENT  TOOLS,  OR  SOME  OTHER 
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Rethinking  Fundamentals 
This  Committee  has  served  us  well  by  forcing  us  to 

CONSIDER  the  BUDGET  IN  TERMS  OF  FUNDAMENTAL  GOALS  OF  FISCAL  POLICY 
RATHER  THAN  JUST  GOING  THROUGH  PROGRAMS  ONE-BY-ONE  WITHOUT  ANY 
KIND  OF  COORDINATION.   TODAY  MORE  OF  THIS  RETHINKING  OF  FUNDAMENTAL 
QUESTIONS  IS  GOING  ON  THAN  AT  ANY  TIME  SINCE  THE  BUDGET  ACT  WAS  APPROVED. 

The  DRIVE  FOR  A  BALANCED  BUDGET^  OR  FISCAL  RESTRAINT 
AMENDMENT  AS  I  PREFER  TO  CALL  11 j    IS  ONE  EXAMPLE  OF  THAT.   ThERE  IS 
A  WIDESPREAD  FEELING  THAT  WE  NEED  MORE  EXTERNAL  CONTROLS  OVER  BUDGET 
DECISIONS,  BECAUSE  CONGRESS  HAS  ALL  TOO  CLEAR  A  TRACK  RECORD  OF  BEING 
UNABLE  TO  RESTRAIN  SPENDING  AND  DEFICITS  OVER  A  PERIOD  OF  YEARS. 

Hopefully  we  are  beginning  to  reverse  that  PERCEPTioNy  but  we  have 

A  long  way  to  60.   INSTITUTIONAL  RESTRAINTS  ON  OUR  FISCAL  DECISIONS 
COULD  MAKE  A  BIG  DIFFERENCE  IN  ENFORCING  DISCIPLINE  YEAR  IN  AND  YEAR 

OUT.  Properly  implemented  and  adhered  lOj   they  can  reinforce  our  will 
to  do  the  right  thing  and  increase  stability  and  certainty  over  time. 
That  does  not  mean  we  want  an  economic  or  fiscal  straightjacket^ 

BUT  FIRM  and  REALISTIC  LIMITS  ON  OUR  OPTIONS  DO  MAKE  SENSE. 

Finally^  Mr.  Chairman^  let  me  mention  an  issue  that  I 

HAVE  long  considered  IMPORTANT  FOR  GAINING  CONTROL  OVER  THE  BUDGET, 

That  issue  is  the  role  of  the  President  in  dealing  with  congressional 

APPROPRIATIONS.   In  1977  I  PROPOSED^  ALONG  WITH  SENATOR  LUGAR^  A 
constitutional  amendment  TO  GIVE  THE  PRESIDENT  ITEM  VETO  AUTHORITY 
OVER  PARTICULAR. provisions  OF  APPROPRIATIONS  BILLS.   I  STILL  BELIEVE 
THAT  GIVING  THE  PRESIDENT  THIS  POWER  WOULD  GREATLY  HELP  SHIFT  THE 
BALANCE  IN  FAVOR  OF  SPENDING  RESTRAINT.   No  DOUBT  THIS  IDEA  STRIKES 
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fear  in  the  hearts  of  many  members  of  congress.  buy  unless  and  until 
Congress  gives  serious  consideration  to  altering  its  relation  with 
THE  President  over  budget  matters^  Congress  will  continue  to  take  tHE 
blame  for  our  failure  to  control  deficits.  We  might  consider  that  to 

THE  extent  that  WE  REFUSE  TO  GIVE  THE  PRESIDENT  MORE  OPTIONS  IN  DEALING 
WITH  THE  BUDGET^  WE  ALSO  ASSUME  RESPONSIBILITY  FOR  THE  OPTIONS  THAT  ARE 
CHOSEN.   For  example^  in  the  recent  dispute  OVER  THE  SUPPLEMENTAL 

appropriations  bill,  an  item  veto  power  in  the  president  might  have 

helped  clarify  the  debate  and  bring  it  to  an  earlier  conclusion. 

The  President  could  have  vetoed  such  items  in  the  bill  as  he  objected 

TO,  AND  the  debate  WOULD  HAVE  BEEN  LIMITED  TO  THOSE  PROVISIONS. 

The  question  of  whether  the  bill  as.  a  whole  was  a  budget-buster  would 

NOT  have  been  the  POINT:   THE  FOCUS  WOULD  HAVE  BEEN  ON  SPECIFIC  ITEMS 
AND  WHETHER  OR  NOT  THEY  WERE  CONSISTENT  WITH  A  RESPONSIBLE  BUDGET 
POLICY. 

Forty-three  states  give  their  Governors  an  item  veto  power, 

AND  BY  and  large  THE  ITEM  VETO  HAS  BEEN  FOUND  TO  BE  A  USEFUL  TOOL  IN 
REGULATING  BUDGETS.   As  A  MATTER  OF  SOUND  PUBLIC  FINANCE,  AND  IN  THE 
INTEREST  OF  LONG-TERM  FISCAL  RESTRAINT,  I  HOPE  YOU  WILL  CONSIDER 
THE  OPTION  OF  AN  ITEM  VETO,  OR  A  COMPARABLE  CHANGE  IN  THE  AUTHORITY 

THE  President  has  over  Federal  spending.  The  budget  is  a  shared 
responsibility,  whether  we  like  it  or  not,  and  our  job  is  to  see  to 
it  that  this  responsiblity  is  carried  out  as  effectively  as  possible. 
While  the  scope  of  Presidential  authority  in  this  area  may  not  be 
directly  within  the  scope  of  these  hearings,  which  focus  on  congressional 

budget  PROCEDURES,  THE  ISSUES  REALLY  CANNOT  BE  SEPARATED:   AND  THIS 
PARTICULAR  ISSUE  DOES  MERIT  YOUR  ATTENTION. 
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97th  congress 
l8T  Session 


S.13 


To  amend  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974  to  impose  limits  on  the  amounts 
of  total  budget  outlays  and  Federal  revenues  set  forth  in  concurrent  resolu- 
tions on  the  budget,  to  require  a  two-thirds  vote  for  agreeing  to  concurrent 
resolutions  on  the  budget  which  set  forth  a  deficit,  and  for  other  purposes. 


m  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

Januaby  5,  1981 
Mr.  Dole  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  read  twice  and  referred  jointly 
to  the  Committees  on  Oovemmental  Affairs  and  the  Budget  pursuant  to  the 
order  of  August  4,  1977 


A  BILL 

To  amend  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974  to  impose 
limits  on  the  amounts  of  total  budget  outlays  and  Federal 
revenues  set  forth  in  concurrent  resolutions  on  the  budget, 
to  require  a  two-thirds  vote  for  agreeing  to  concurrent 
resolutions  on  the  budget  which  set  forth  a  deficit,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  encLcted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  title  m  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974  (31 

4  U.S.C.  1321-1332)  is  amended  by  inserting  after  section  301 

5  the  following  new  sections: 
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1  "limitations  on  total  budget  outlays  and  fbdebal 

2  bevenubs 

3  "Sec.  301A.  (a)  Pebgentaoe  op  Gboss  National 

4  Pboduct. — Beginning  with  the  fiscal  year  ending  on  Sep- 

5  tember  30,  1982,  the  appropriate  level  of  total  budget  out- 

6  lays  and  the  appropriate  level  of  Federal  revenues  set  forth  in 

7  any  conciurent  resolution  on  the  budget  for  a  fiscal  year  shall 

8  not  exceed  the  following  percentages  of  the  gross  national 

9  product  at  the  close  of  such  fiscal  year  as  projected  by  the 

10  Director  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Office  and  reported  by 

11  him,  from  time  to  time,  to  the  Committees  on  the  Budget  of 

12  the  House  of  Representatives  and  the  Senate: 

13  "(1)  21  percent,  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  on  Sep- 

14  tember  30,  1982, 

15  "(2)  19^  percent,  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  on 

16  September  30,  1983,  and 

17  "(3)  18  percent,  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  on  Sep- 

18  tember  30,  1984,  and  for  each  fiscal  year  thereafter. 

19  "(b)  National  Ebiebobncibs. — The  provisions   of 

20  subsection  (a)  shall  not  apply  to  a  concurrent  resolution  on 

21  the  budget  for  a  fiscal  year  if  such  concurrent  resolution  con- 

22  tains  a  section  stating  the  existence  of  a  national  emergency 

23  necessitating  the  waiver  of  such  provisions,  but  on  the  ques- 

24  tion  of  agreeing,  in  either  the  House  of  Representatives  or 

25  the  Senate,  to  any  such  concurrent  resolution,  or  to  the 


Digitized  by 


Google 


466 


3 

1  report  of  a  conference  committee  on  any  such  cmicunrent  res- 

2  olution,  the  affirmative  vote  of  two-thirds  of  the  Members 

3  present  and  voting,  by  rollcall  vote,  shall  be  required. 

4  "budget  deficits 

5  "Sec.  301B.  (a)  Two-thibds  Vote  Requisbd. — Be- 

6  ginning  with  the  fiscal  year  ending  on  September  30, 1982,  if 

7  the  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget  for  a  fiscal  year  re- 

8  quired  by  section  301,  and  any  succeeding  concurrent  resolu- 

9  tion  on  the  budget  for  the  same  fiscal  year,  sets  forth  a  deficit 

10  in  the  budget  as  appropriate,  or  the  report  of  a  conference 

11  committee  on  any  such  concurrent  resolution  recommends  a 

12  deficit  in  the  budget  as  appropriate,  on  the  question  of  agree- 

13  ing,  in  either  the  House  of  Representatives  or  the  Senate,  to 

14  such  concurrent  resolution  or  such  conference  report,  the  af- 

15  firmative  vote  of  two-thirds  of  the  Members  present  and 

16  voting,  by  rollcall  vote,  shall  be  required. 

17  "(b)  Not  More  Than  Two  Deficits  in  5  Yeabs. — 
18.  Beginning  with  the  fiscal  year  ending  on  September  30, 

19  1982,  it  shall  not  be  in  order  in  either  the  House  of  Repre- 

20  sentatives  or  the  Senate  to  consider  any  concurrent  resohi- 

21  tion  on  the  budget  for  a  fiscal  year  which  sets  forth  a  deficit 

22  as  appropriate,  or  the  report  of  a  conference  conunittee  on 

23  any  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget  which  recommends  a 

24  deficit^as  appropriate,  if,  for  more  than  1  fiscal  year  out  of 

25  the  preceding  4  fiscal  years,  total  budget  outlays  exceeded 
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1  total  Federal  revenues.  In  the  case  of  a  concurrent  resolution 

2  on  the  budget  for  a  fiscal  year  which  is  being  considered 

3  before  the  close  of  the  preceding  fiscal  3rear,  the  amount  of 

4  total  budget  outlays  and  Federal  revenues  for  such  preceding 

5  fiscal  year  shall  be  based  on  estimates  made  by  the  Director 

6  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Office  and  furnished  by  him, 

7  from  time  to  time,  to  the  Committees  on  the  Budget  of  the 

8  House  of  Representatives  and  the  Senate. 

9  "(c)  Deficits  Must  Be  Made  Up  in  2  Yeabs.— If 

10  for  any  fiscal  year,  beginning  with  the  fiscal  year  ending  on 

11  September  30,  1982,  total  budget  outlays  exceed  total  Fed- 

12  eral  revenues — 

13  "(1)  the  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget  for 

14  the  succeeding  fiscal  year  (or,  if  necessary,  the  sue- 

15  ceeding  2  fiscal  years)  shall  set  forth  an  amount  of  ap- 

16  propriate  surplus  equal  to  the  amount  of  such  excess; 

17  and 

18  "(2)  it  shall  not  be  in  order,  in  either  the  House 

19  of  Representatives  or  the  Senate,  to  consider  any  con- 

20  current  resolution  on  the  budget  for  the  second  sue- 

21  ceeding  fiscal  year  unless  such  concurrent  resolution 

22  sets  forth  an  amount  of  appropriate  siuplus  equal  to 

23  the  amount  of  such  excess,  reduced  by  the  amount  by 

24  which  total  Federal  revenues  exceeded  total  budget 

25  outlays  for  the  first  succeeding  fiscal  year. 
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1  For  purposes  of  paragraph  (2),  in  the  case  of  a  concurrent 

2  resolution  on  the  budget  for  the  second  succeeding  Hscal  year 

3  which  is  being  considered  before  the  close  of  the  first  suc- 

4  ceeding  fiscal  year,  the  amount  of  total  budget  outlays  and 

5  Federal  revenues  for  the  first  succeeding  fiscal  year  shall  be 

6  based  on  estimates  made  by  the  Director  of  the  Congres- 

7  sional  Budget  Office  and  furnished  by  him,  from  time  to  time, 

8  to  the  Committees  on  the  Budget  of  the  Senate  and  the 

9  House  of  Representatives.". 

10  Sec.  2.  Section  904(b)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act 

11  of  1974  is  amended  by  striking  out  "title  HI  or  IV"  and 

12  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "title  HI  (except  sections  301A  and 

13  301B)  or  title  IV". 

O 
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STATEMENT  OF  HON.  GARY  HART,  A  U.S.  SENATOR  FROM  THE  STATE  OF 

COLORADO 

HART  CAPITAL  BUDGET  PROPOSAL 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  testify  before  this 
Committee  on  a  glaring  deficiency  in  the  annual  Federal  budget 
process:   the  lack  of  a  discrete  budget  for  capital  expenditures. 

Few  of  us  would  set  out  on  a  long  trip  without  an  itinerary, 
some  idea  of  how  much  the  trip  will  cost,  or  a  roadmap  to  tell  us  how 
to  get  where  we  want  to  go.   Yet,  the  Federal  government  spends 
billions  of  dollars  on  public  facilities  without  similarly  vital 
information.   In  fact,  this  Nation  does  not  have  any  long-term, 
coherent  strategy  for  investing  in  the  public  capital  that  underpins 
our  economy. 

Because  I  believe  a  Federal  capital  budget  is  the  primary 
ingredient  in  such  a  strategy,  I  have  proposed  several  times  its 
inclusion  in  the  annual  Federal  budget.   During  Senate  consideration 
of  the  balanced  budget  amendment  to  the  Constitution  (S.J.  Res.  58),  I 
offered  a  statutory  amendment  that  would: 

•  Require  the  budget  transmitted  by  the  President  and  adopted 
by  the  Congress  to  distinguish  between  capital  and  operating 
expenditures. 

•  Define  capital  expenditure  as  a  budget  outlay  used  for  the 
construction,  acquisition,  or  rehabilitation  of  a  fiscal  asset  with  a 
useful  life  longer  than  one  year.   Capital  expenditures  would  include 
spending  for  research  and  development,  education,  training  and 
retraining,  vocational  education,  and  investments  in  international 
development. 

•  Two  years  after  enactment,  require  the  President  to  transmit, 
and  the  Congress  to  adopt,  a  budget  in  which  total   operating 
expenditures  plus  the  "annual  capital ' benefit  cost"  equal  total 
revenues.   We  would  then  have  a  balanced  budget  unless  the  President 
certifies,  or  a  majority  of  either  House  of  Congress  finds,  that  a 
budget  deficit  is  necessary  to  insure  the  national  security  or  to 
provide  remedies  for  an  economic  recession  or  depression.  . 

By  recognizing  only  the  annual  capital  benefit  cost  —  the  amortized 
cost  in  present  dollars  of  the  total  capital  expenditures  attributable 
to  that  year  —  my  proposal  would  ensure  that  the  annual  Federal 
budget  considers  the  true  cost  of  a  capital  expenditure  in  that  year, 
rather  than  the  total  cost,  which  should  properly  be  spread  across  the 
useful  life  of  the  investment.   In  other  words,  in  our  efforts  to 
balance  the  Federal  budget,  we  should  "pay"  for  capital  investments 
only  as  we  use  them,  rather  than  as  a  lump  sum  in  one  year. 

I  urge  this  Committee  —  and  the  Congress  —  to  adopt  ttiis  "pay 
as  you  use"  proposal.  "* 

Few  American  families  could  purchase  a  house,  a  car,  or  a  college 
education  if  they  could  not  finance  —  and  distribute  —  the  costs 
over  time.   Similarly,  few  American  businesses  could  invest^  in  RfcD 
activities  or  new  plant  and  equipment  if  they  could  not  obtain  long- 
term  financing.   Why,  then,  should  the  Federal  government  have  to  pay 
for  its  long-terro  investments  in  a  single  year?   As  Professor  Richard 
Musgrave  of  Harvard,  perhaps  the  country's  foremost  expert  in  public 
finance,  has  said,  "...  taxes  should  equal  outlays,  i.e.,  the  budget 
should  be  balanced.   Such  at  least  is  the  case  regarding  the  financing 
of  current  public  services.   Capital  expenditures,  (like  those  for 
public  infrastructure),  on  the  other  hand,  are  appropriately  loan- 
financed,  with  the  debt  thus  incurred  amortized  over  the  life  of  the 
asset." 
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Just  as  the  unavailability  of  long-tern  financing  %#ould  lead  to 
serious  underinvestment  in  capital  goods  by  the  private  sector  and  put 
a  heavy  brake  on  economic  activity,  so  the  lack  of  a  Federal  capital 
budget,  has  led  to  chronic  underinvestment  in  long-term  "public  goods" 
and  threatens  to  impede  efforts  to  revitalize  our  economy. 

Few  can  doubt  that  America  is  crumbling  all  around  us.   Streets 
are  cracking,  dams  are  breaking,  bridges  are  collapsing,  sewers  are 
overflowing,  and  water  mains  are  leaking.   America's  "infrastructure" 
is  deteriorating  faster  than  we  can  replace  it.   Experts  predict  «#e 
will  have  to  spend  between  $2.5  and  $3  trillion  simply  to  maintain  our 
infrastructure  in  its  current  condition.   The  additional  improvements 
necessary  for  sustaining  #  grow  ng  econDinv  will  cost  billions  more. 
Yet,  in  real  dollars,  the  Federal  government  invests  35  percent  less 
in  public  facilities  now  than  it  did  in  1965. 

We  should  not  underestimate  the  enormity  of  the  task  before  us: 

•  One-fifth  of  the  Nation's  bridges  requires  major  re- 
habilitation or  reconstruction.   The  Department  of  Transportation 
recently  classified  45  percent  of  them  as  deficient  or  obsolete.  Three 
thousand  have  been  closed. 

•  The  Interstate  Highway  System  requires  reconstruction  at  a 
rate  of  2,000  miles  each  year. 

•  A  Commerce  Department  survey  of  6,870  communities  found  that 
3,000  —  or  46  percent  —  had  wastewater  treatment  facilities  operating 
at  over  80  percent  of  capacity  and  thus  could  not  accommodate  any 
further  industrial  expansion. 

•  The  nation's. 756  urban  areas  with  populations  over  50,000 
will  need  between  $75  and  $110  billion  to  maintain  their  water  systems 
over  the  next  20  years. 

•  A  large  number  of  the  Nation's  43,500  dams  require  additional 
investment  to  eliminate  hazardous  deficiencies.   The  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  found  unsafe  nearly  3,000  dams  in  highly  populated  areas;  of 
these,  130  are  close  to  collapsing. 

The  deteriorating  national  infrastructure  could  take  a  large 
human  toll.   This  summer,  in  my  own  State  of  Colorado,  an  80-year  old 
earthen  dam  burst,  killing  several  campers  and  sending  flood  waters 
through  the  scenic  town  of  Estes  Park.   In  Jersey  City,  New  Jersey,  an 
aqueduct  broke,  depriving  almost  300,000  residents  of  drinking  water 
for  6  days.   A  recent  Federal  Highway  Administration  study  found  that 
spending  an  extra  $4.3  billion  to  f  x  dilapidated 

bridges  and  roads  could  prevent  48,000  injuries  and  save  17,200  lives 
over  15  years. 

The  economic  costs  of  insufficient  public  investment  are  equally 
great.   Experts  estimate  Houston  motorists  pay  a  "traffic 
congestion  tax"  of  $800  a  year  in  time  and  gasoline  wasted  on  the 
city's  snarled  expressways.   U.S.  Steel  spends  an  extra  $1  million  a 
year  to  detour  its  trucks  around  a  closed  bridge  in  Pittsburgh.  An 
industry  group  estimates  the  aggregate  cost  to  the  private  sector  of 
bad  roads  and  bridges  is  $30  billion  a  year  —  for  everything  from 
broken  axles  to  lost  business. 

It  is  more  difficult  to  measure  the  economic  cost  of  under- 
investment by  the  Federal  government  in  "human  capital"  —  through 
education,  vocational  education,  job  training  and  retraining.   Yet, 
our  failure  to  invest  adequately  in  this  Nation's  greatest  natural 
resource  —  its  people  —  so  they  can  participate  in  the  fundamental 
transformation  occurring  in  our  economy,  threatens  our  competitiveness 
in  t#orld  markets  and  our  national  standard  of  living. 

Even  as  we  rebuild  our  infrastructure  to  support  the  economy  of 
the  1980s  and  19908,  we  must  also  prepare  ou  children  for  the  future. 
Fe%irer  students  are  taking  fewer  courses  and  spending  fewer  hours 
studying  the  subjects  that  will  g  ve  hem  the  sk     Is  they  need:   math 
and  science,  foreign  lauguages,  conmun icat tons  history,  and  philosophy. 
The  Federal  government's  commitment  lo  refieafch  and  development,  teacher 
training,  and  aid  to  education  has  dropped  sharply  since  the  1960s. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


471 


-  3  -  , 

A  Federal  capital  budget  would  begin  to  reverse  years  of  failed 
"pork  barrel"  politics  and  ad  hoc  decisionmaking  on  public  %M>rks 
investment.   The  Federal  budget  does  not  currently  contain  a  cross- 
cutting  analysis  of  public  works  expenditures  or  long-term  estimates 
of  associated  construction,  rehabilitation,  operating,  and  maintenance 
requirements.   As  a  leading  expert  on  this  issue.  Dr.  Pat  Choate, 
points  out,  a  national  capital  budget  would  provide  a  framework  for 
analyzing: 

•  The  aggregate  requirement  for  domestic  non-defense  public 
investment  as  compared  to  other  pressing  claims  such  as  national 
defense  and  social  programs.        ^ 

•  The  relationship  of  public  investments  to  national  defense, 
social  policies,  and  economic  development  objectives. 

•  The  effects  of  government  regulations  on  public  works 
investments  and  operations. 

•  The  consequences  of  allocating  limited  public  investment 
funds  to  new  construction,  rehabilitation  of  existing  facilities,  and 
operation  and  maintenance. 

•  The  social  and  equity  issues  associated  with  the  distribution 
of  public  investment  funds  among  various  regions  of  the  country. 

In  short,  a  Federal  capital  budget  will  provide  the  information 
necessary  for  the  Executive  Branch  and  the  Congress  to  allocate  scarce 
resources  to  capital  investments  that  will  yield  the  greatest  benefits 
for  the  public. 

Capital  budgeting  is  a  standard  accounting  practice.   Virtually 
all  major  corporations,  two-thirds  of  the  states,  and  most  local 
governments  use  capital  budgets  as  a  basic  policy  and  administrative 
tool.   Even  the  Executive  Bfjnch  jias  taken  a  step  toward  capital 
budgeting:   it  includes  in  the  l^ijdget  it  submits  to  the  Congress  a 
"Special  Analysis  D"  that  analyz'^s  Federal  invefitfflent  in  long-term 
assets,  includ  ng  cons  ruction,  rehabl   t^tlon  and  acquisition  of 
physical  assets;  educa  ion,  training   and  vocational  rehabilitation; 
research  and  developFtttent   international  developraent   and  financial 
investments  such  as  loans.   The  General  Accounting  Office,  in  its 
report,  "Federal  Capital  Budgeting:   A  Collection  of  Haphazard 
Practices,"  concluded   however,  that  "Special  Analysis  D"  is  ineffective 
for  overall  capita  analys  s  because:  . 


Service. 


It  excludes  off-budget  activities  —  such  as  the  U.S.  Postal 


By  netting  outlays  and  receipts  in  each  category,  it  does 
not  accurately  portray  the  magnitude  of  capital  investment  activity. 

•  It  covers  only  three  years  —  far  too  short  a  time  to  account 
for  additions  to  capital  assets  or  depreciation  and  disposal. 

•  It  does  not  use  a  consistent  definition  of  physical  capital 
but  relies  on  each  agency's  definition. 

•  It  distorts  aggregate  capital  investment  by  classifying 
outlays  according  to  how  the  majority  of  the  funds  are  used.  For 
example,  if  51  percent  of  the  funds  in  a  discretionary  program,,  such 
as  the  Community  Development  Block  Gr^nt  program,  go  for   operating 
expenses,  then  the  enti  e  program  is  classified  as  a  current 
expenditure  although  several  billion  dollars  may  fund  capital  expenses. 

Some  opponents  of  a  Federal  capital  budget  have  argued  'it  %#ould 
favor  investment  in  buildings  and  roads  over  people.  That  argument  is 
wrong  for  t%ro  reasons: 

First,  a  Federal  capital  budget  simply  would  place  capital 
expenditures  in  their  proper  perspective.   Capital  assets  are  built 
and  maintained  by  people  for  the  benefit  and  use  of  people.   They  will 
help  sustain  the  economic  recovery  that  should  benefit  all  Americans. 

Second,  not  all  capital  expenditures  go  for  so-called  "hard" 
projects  like  building  and  roads.   Capital  expenditures  also  finance 
other  long-term  investments  such  as  education  for  our  children  and 
research  to  cure  diseases  that  now  cause  untold  pain  and  suffering. 
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By  placing  Federal  capital  investments  on  a  "pay  as  you  use" 
basis,  a  capital  budget  would  add  needed  rationality  to  the  budget 
process. 

Opponents  also  argue  that  a  capital  budget  %#ould  present 
"formidable  accounting  problems"  by  raising  questions  about  whether  to 
classify  expenditures  as  capital  or  non-capital.   This  argument  should 
not  dissuade  us.   Accounting  always  presents  difficult  choices  in 
classification.   Yet,  accountants  make  those  choices  knowing  that  even 
some  additional  classification  will  improve  the  budget  process. 
Similarly,  even  some  capital  budgeting  at  the  Federal  level  is  better 
than  none  at  all.   And  although  a  Federal  capital  budget  eventually 
should  comprehend  all  long-term  investments  --  in  physical  and  human 
capital  --  we  could,  as  a  first-step  alternative  to  my  proposal, 
establish  a  capital  budget  for  investments  in   traditional  public 
facilities.   Then,  if  it  proves  successful,  we  can  expand  it  to 
include  long-term  investments  in  human  resources. 

We  urgently  need  a  Federal  capital  budget  to  set  our  public 
investment  priorities.   I  hope  this  Committee  will  report,  and  the 
Congress  will  pass,  legislation  establishing  a  Federal  capital  budget 
along  the  lines  I  have  proposed.   It  can  become  an  effective  weapon  in 
the  fight  to  restore  this  Nation's  economic  health. 


««« 
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97th  congress 
2d  Session 


S.  2069 


To  amend  the  Congressioiial  Budget  Act  of  1974  to  require  that  each  congres- 
sional budget  resolution  fix  the  level  of  tax  expenditures  for  the  fiscal  year 
involved  as  well  as  the  recommended  aggregate  level  of  Federal  revenues. 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

Fbbbuabt  4  (legislative  day,  Jantjabt  25),  1982 
Mr.  Habt  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  read  twice  and  referred  jointly 
pursuant  to  the  order  of  August  4,  1977,  to  the  Committees  on  the  Budget 
and  Governmental  Affairs  with  instructions  that  if  one  committee  reports,  the 
other  committee  has  thirty  days  of  continuous  session  to  report  or  be  dis- 
charged 


A  BILL 

To  amend  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974  to  require  that 
each  congressional  budget  resolution  fix  the  level  of  tax 
expenditures  for  the  fiscal  year  involved  as  well  as  the 
recommended  aggregate  level  of  Federal  revenues. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  (a)  section  301(aK4)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 

4  1974  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

5  "(4)  the  recommended  level  of  Federal  revenues; 

6  the  recommended  level  of  tax  expenditures;  and  the 

7  amount  (if  any)  by  which  the  aggregate  level  of  Feder- 
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1  al  revenues,  and  the  level  of  tax  expenditures,  should 

2  be  increased  or  decreased  by  bills  and  resolutions  to  be 

3  reported  by  the  appropriate  committees;". 

4  (b)  Section  303(aK2)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  insert- 

5  ing  ",  or  in  tax  expenditures,"  after  "revenues". 

6  (c)  Section  310(a)(2)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

7  (1)  by  striking  out  "the  total  amount  by  which 

8  revenues   are   to  be   changed"   and  inserting  in  lieu 

9  thereof  "the  total  amount  by  which  revenues  or  tax  ex- 

10  penditures  (or  both)  are  to  be  changed";  and 

11  (2)  by  striking  out  "the  revenue  laws"  and  insert- 

12  ing  in  lieu  thereof  "the  applicable  laws". 

13  (d)  Section  31 1(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

14  (1)  by  striking  out  "or  reducing  revenues"  in  the 

15  matter  preceding  paragraph  (1)  and  inserting  in  lieu 

16  thereof  "providing  additional  tax  expenditures  for  such 

17  fiscal  year,  or  otherwise  reducing  revenues";  and 

18  (2)  by  striking  out  "or  would  cause  revenues  to  be 

19  less"  in  the  matter  following  paragraph  (3)  and  insert- 

20  ing  in  lieu  thereof  "would  cause  the  recommended 

21  level  of  tax  expenditures  so  set  forth  to  be  exceeded,  or 

22  would  otherwise  cause  revenues  to  be  less". 

23  Sec.  2.  The  amendments  made  by  the  first  section  of 

24  this  Act  shall  apply  with  respect  to  fiscal  years  beginning 

25  after  September  30,  1982. 

O 
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STATEMENT  OF  HON.  DANIEL  PATRICK  MOYNIHAN,  A  U.S.  SENATOR  FROM 
THE  STATE  OF  NEW  YORK 

Mr.  Chaiman,  I  an  pleased  to  add  ny  views  to  those  other  menbers 
will  offer  here  today  on  how  to  improve  the  congressional  budget  process. 
As  a^  member  of  this  Budget  Conmittee  as  well  as  the  Senate  Finance  Com-' 
mittee,  I  have  been  a  close  observer  and  participant  in  this  process.   I 
trust  this  experience  enables  me  to  offer  constructive  suggestions. 

Last  April  28,  1982,  I  introduced  S.  2454,  the  'Federal  Credit  and 
Tax  Expenditure  Control  Act  of  1982,"  with  the  co-sponsorship  of  two 
other  members  of  this  Committee,  Senator  Hart  and  Senator  Sasser.   Some 
of  its  provisions  are  complex,  but  the  purpose  is  simple.  We  intend  to 
establish  more  effective  control  over  the  entire  federal  spending  process. 

Some  of  the  provisions  of  this  legislation  are  found  also  in 
proposals  by  other  distinguished  members  of  the  Senate  and  the  Rouse  ap- 
pearing here  today.   Other  provisions,  based  on  recommendations  by  the 
Congressional  Budget  Office  and  other  eminent  bodies,  are  innovations 
advanced  in  no  other  proposed  legislation.   We  have  sifted  through  and 
analyzed  scores  of  proposals,  in  our  determination  to  bring  together 
the  fundamental  reforms  necessary  to  establish  genuine  and  comprehensive 
oversight  of  this  nation's  fiscal  policy. 

Controlling  federal  spending  —  and  doing  so  in  a  responsible  %fay  — 
is  always  a  difficult  task.   It  is  a  task  made  harder  still  by  our  cur- 
rent economic  problems.   But  under  any  conditions,  surely  such  an  effort 
must  begin  with  meaningful  procedures  for  overseeing  all  aspects  of 
federal  expenditure.   The  means  to  oversee  the  largest  dimension  of  fed- 
eral expenditure,  aggregate  direct  spending,  already  exist:  the  Budget 
Control  and  Impoundment  Act  of  1974.   This  Body's  very  capacity  to  cut 
$35.2  billion  in  direct  spending  last  year  —  as  %iell  we  know  —  relied 
on  reconciliation  and  other  procedures  created  by  the  1974  legislation. 
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Sin.ixarly,  we  r:ust  recognize  that  the  additional  cuts  of  another 
$27.2  Lilliur;  m  d:.rect  spending  this  year,  alocg  with  tax  increases 
totalling  sone  $98  billion,  could  not  have  occured  in  the  absence  of 
the  1974  Budget  Act.   Whether  you  endorse  these  specific  cuts  and  tax 
increases  or  not,  and  in  nany  cases  I  joined  other  aeabers  of  this 
Committee  in  demurring,  you  will  acknowledge  that  Congress's  ability 
to  oversee  aggregate  direct  spending  and  direct  taxation  depends  on  the 
provisions  of  the  landaark  budget  legislation  of  1974. 

But  direct  spending  is  only  the  Bost  visible  of  three  distinct 
forms  of  federal  expenditure,  and  all  aust  be  overseen  and  controlled. 
The  national  governinent  also  expends  public  funds  in  indirect  ways  ~ 
principally  through  loan  guarantee  prograas  and  tax  expenditures.   In- 
direction, however,  renders  their  iapact  on  the  budget  and  the  econoay 
no  less  real.   In  this  fiscal  year,  1982,  direct  loans  by  the  national 
government  will  total  some  $65,418,000,000;  priaary  loan  guarantees 
will  total  another  $100,521,000,000,  and  secondary  guarantees  will  comm 
to  $68,953,000,000.   Taken  together,  the  credit  activities  of  the 
federal  government  cone  to  some  $234,892,000,000.   That's  $1,061.09  for 
each  of  the  231,173,000  nen,  women  and  children  in  the  United  States. 
And  according  to  the  most  recent  estimates  by  the  Joint  Tax  Committee, 
the   fiscal  impact  of  existing  tax  expenditures  will  reach  $253,515,000,000 
in  the  current  fiscal  year  —  $55,140,000,000  focused  on  corporations, 
and  $198,375,000,000  focused  on  individuals.   That  comes  to  $1096.65 
for  every  American  citizen  this  year. 

It  must  be  obvious  to  any  casual  observer,  much  less  to  the  serious 
participants  in  the  budget  process  in  this  Committee  chamber,  that  we 
will  never  get  control  of  the  whole  budget  until  %ie  acknowledge  the 
fiscal  impact  of  these  items  and  explicitly  incorporate  th«a  in  the 
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mandatory  budget -making  process.   The  legislation  I  have  proposed, 
then,  proceeds  from  this  reality  towards  one  crucial  and  simple  end.   • 
He  intend  to  provide  Congress  the  means  to  oversee  the  entire  range 
of  federal  spending  activity,  by  applying  the  established  procedures 
of  the  existing  budget  process  to  the  federal  government's  credit  and 
tax  expenditxire  activities. 

Under  this  legislation,  for  example,  the  non-binding  First  Concur- 
rent Budget  Resolution  would  include  estimates  for  total  tax  expendi- 
tures and  total  loan  guarantees  in  accordance  with  law,  as  for  direct 
spending,  and  further  estimates  of  their  distributions  among  the  budget's 
functional  categories.   How,  I  have  asked  itself,  can  Congress  responsibly 
determine  the  appropriate  level  for  direct  spending  in  any  area,  with- 
out knowing  the  extent  of  federal  credit  and  tax  operations  supporting 
the  same  activities?  And  how  can  Congress  establish  coherent  priorities 
in  credit  and  tax  expenditure  activities,  without  sobm  comprehensive 
view  of  their  actual  allocation?  These  are  reasonable  questions  to  %fhich 
men  and  %#omen  of  reason  must  respond. 

My  legislative  proposal  also  would  subject  total  loan  guarantees 
and  total  tax  expenditures  to  binding  ceilings  under  the  Second  Concur- 
rent Budget  Resolution,  the  central  mechanism  for  controlling  direct 
spending  in  the  current  budget  process.  As  for  direct  spending,  these 
ceilings  would  not  bind  any  Committee  to  reduce  any  particular  loan 
guarantee  program  or  tax  exE>enditure.   The  ceilings  would  establish  an 
annual  lid  on  total  loan  guarantees  and  total  tax  expend itures,  pre- 
venting congressional  consideration  of  any  additional  loan  guarantee 
program  or  new  tax  expenditure  that  would  breach  the  ceiling.  Horeover, 
this  legislation  would  also  make  loan  guarantees  and  tax  expenditures 
subject  to  a  reconciliation  process  —  once  again,  like  direct  spending 
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today.   Only  in  this  way  can  Congress  oblige  its  constituent  cosndttees 
to  reduce  programs  under  their  jurisidictions,  to  the  degree  judged 
necessary  by  the  entire  Body. 

This  legislation  viould  also  apply  the  restraints  on  presidential 
impoundments  of  direct  spending,  under  the  1974  Budget  Act,  to  legally- 
mandated  loan  guarantee  programs.   The  logic  seems  inescapable:  if 
loan  guarantees  are  a  form  of  spending  %«hich  properly  should  be  subject 
to  full  congressional  examination  and  determination,  then  the  Executive 
cannot  properly  use  administrative  decrees  to  overturn  these  decisions. 
How  can  Congress  subject  loan  guarantee  spending  to  the  scrutiny  and 
controls  of  the  budget  process,  and  then  accord  the  President  fiat 
powers  to  rescind  or  defer  the  results? 

This  legislation  also  introduces  three  further  innovations  required 
to  establish  truly  comprehensive  budgetary  controls.   Under  our  current 
procedures,  the  precise  extent  of  federal  credit  activities  is  often 
difficult  to  determine  and  often  impossible  to  control,  because  many 
legitimate  and  useful  credit  programs  operate  entirely  under  general 
authorization  legislation  outside  the  appropriations  process.   To  sub- 
ject all  credit  activities,  like  all  direct  spending,  to  the  budget 
process,  this  legislation  states  that  in  the  future  authorising  acts 
can  result  in  loan  guarantees  only  to  the  extent  provided  for  in  appro- 
priation Acts. 

To  a  related  end,  the  legislation  exposes  to  the  budget  process 
transactions  bey%feen  federal  loan  agencies  and  the  Federal  Financing 
Bank.   The  clearing-house  functions  performed  by  the  Federal  Financing 
Bank  are  necessary  and  proper  ones,  and  this  legislation  will  in  no 
way  interfere  with  any  of  these  operations.   But  these  credit  operations 
can  no  longer  be  forgotten  in  the  off -budget  ledgers.   They  must  be 
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made  accessible  to  the  congressional  budget-making  process.   Under  this 
legislation,  therefore,  any  agency  using  the  Federal  Financing  Bank 
must  report  to  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  the  levels  of  budget 
authority  and  outlays  that  %K>uld  have  resulted/  if  the  agency  had  bor-  - 
rowed  directly  from  the  market  rather  than  the  Federal  Financing  Bank. 
In  this  way,  the  cost  and  impact  of  these  transactions  can  be  apparent 
in  the  budget  documents,  while  the  valuable  activities  of  the  Federal 
Financing  Bank  can  proceed. 

Last,  S.  2454  directs  the  Treasury  Department  to  undertake  a  two-year 
study  of  tax  expenditures.   This  study  will  identify  those  tax  expen- 
ditures which  actually  produce  their  intended  effects  on  taxpayer  be- 
havior —  and  those  which,  not  having  produced  their  desired  effects, 
can  be  eliminated  without  adverse  economic  impact.   This  provision,  then, 
would  enable  Congress  to  address  the  issue  of  tax  expenditures  in  a 
truly  informed  way  and  to  knowledgably  determine  more  optinwl  dimensions 
for  the  public  tax  base. 

I  repeat  what  every  member  here  today  knows:  Congress  will  never 
be  able  to  exercise  meaningful  control  over  the  federal  budget,  unless 
we  adopt  procedures  to  discipline  the  government's  credit  activities 
and  tax  expenditures,  as  %iell  as  direct  spending.   I  will  submit  for 
the  Committee's  record  a  copy  of  S.  2454  and  a  sect ion -by -section 
analysis,  and  I  ask  to  join  with  my  colleagures  to  provide  Congress 
and  the  nation  the  means  to  master  federal  spending  in  a  responsible 
way. 
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97th  congress 
2d  Session 


S.  2454 


To  amend  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974  to  establish  procedures  for 
setting  targets  and  ceilings  in  the  congressional  budget  process  for  tax 
expenditures,  and  for  loans  and  loan  guarantees  under  Federal  crcfdit  pro- 
grams. 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

Apbil  28  Oegislative  day,  Apbil  13),  1982 
Mr.  MoTNiHAN  (for  himself,  Mr.  Sassbb,  and  Mr.  Habt)  introduced  the  follow- 
ing bill;  which  was  read  twice  and  referred  jointly,  pursuant  to  the  order  of 
August  4,  1977,  to  the  Committees  on  the  Budget  and  Governmental  Af- 
fairs, with  instructions  that  if  one  conmiittee  reports,  the  other  committee 
has  thirty  days  of  contmuous  session  to  report  or  be  discharged 


A  BILL 

To  amend  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974  to  establish 
procedures  for  setting  targets  and  ceilings  in  the  congres- 
sional budget  process  for  tax  expenditures,  and  for  loans 
and  loan  guarantees  under  Federal  credit  programs. 

1  Be  U  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tivea  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  8H0BT  TITLE 

4  Section  1.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Federal 

5  Credit  and  Tax  Expenditure  Control  Act  of  1982". 
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1  FINDIN08  AND  PUBP08E 

2  Sec.  2.  (a)  Congress  finds  and  declares  that — 

3  (1)  making  loans,  issuing  loan  guarantees,  and 

4  using  tax  provisions  to  modify  taxpayer  behavior  are 

5  now    conmion    instruments    of    Government    policy. 

6  During  fiscal  year  1980,  Federal  agencies  extended 

7  new  loans  and  loan  guarantees  equivalent  in  amount  to 

8  one-eighth  of  the  Federal  budget,  while  tax  expendi- 

9  tures  amounted  to  one-third  of  direct  spending; 

10  (2)  the  effect  of  loans  and  loan  guarantees  is  to 

11  assign  a  higher  priority  to  specific  investments  than 

12  has  been  assigned  by  the  private  credit  markets.  As 

13  such,  loans  and  loan  guarantees  can  have  a  significant 

14  effect  on  the  economy; 

15  (3)  the   effect  of  many  tax  expenditures  is   to 

16  change  taxpayer  behavior  in  ways  that  Congress  con- 

17  siders  desirable  and,  in  consequence,  tax  expenditures 

18  also  can  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  economy; 

19  (4)  informed  deliberations  by  Congress  about  the 

20  effectiveness  of  individual  loan  and  loan  guarantee  pro- 

21  grams,  and  individual  tax  expenditures,  and  about  the 

22  optimal  volume  of  each  in  the  aggregate,  requires  con- 

23  tinuous  congressional  review  and  assessment  in  light  of 

24  national  priorities  and  changing  economic  conditions. 
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1  (b)  It  is  therefore  declared  to  be  the  policy  of  Congress 

2  and  the  purpose  of  this  Act — 

3  (1)  to  provide  for  the  Congressional  determination 

4  each  year  of  the  appropriate  level  of  direct  loans,  com- 

5  mitments  to  guarantee  or  insure  loan  principal,  and  tax 

6  expenditures; 

7  (2)  to  aid  in  the  establishing  of  national  budget 

8  priorities; 

9  (3)  to  establish  within  the  impoundment  process  a 

10  method  for  the  executive  branch  to. restrict  loan  activi- 

11  ties  mandated  by  Congress; 

12  (4)  to  monitor  the  impact  of  Federal  Financing 

13  Bank  operations;  and 

14  (5)  to  force  a  review  of  certain  tax  expenditures  to 

15  determine  whether  any  are  obsolete  and  unnecessary. 

16  CREDIT  BUDGET 

17  Sec.   3.   (aXD  Section   202(a)  of  the  Congressional 

18  Budget  Act  of  1974  is  amended  by  striking  out  ''and  (3)"  and 

19  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "(3)  information  with  respect  to 

20  direct  loans  and  guarantees  or  insurance  of  loan  principal, 

21  and  (4)". 

22  (2)  Section  202(fKl)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 

23  out  "and  (B)"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ''(B)  the  levels  of 

24  direct  loans  and  guarantees  or  insurance  of  loan  principal, 

25  aiid(C)". 
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1  (bXl)  Section  301(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

2  (A)  by  redesignating  paragraph  (5)  as  paragraph 

3  (6); 

4  (B)  by  redesignating  paragraphs  (6)  and  (7)  as 

5  paragraphs  (10)  and  (11),  respectively;  and 

6  (C)  by  inserting  after  paragraph  (6)  the  following 

7  new  paragraphs: 

8  "(7)  the  appropriate  level  of  total  gross  obliga- 

9  tions  for  the  principal  amount  of  direct  loans  and  the 

10  appropriate  level  of  total  commitments  to  guarantee  or 

11  insure  loan  principal; 

12  ''(8)  an  estimate  of  gross  obligations  for  the  prin- 

13  cipal  amount  of  direct  loans  and  an  estimate  of  com- 

14  mitments  to  guarantee  or  insure  loan  principal  for  each 

15  major  functional  category,  based  on  allocations  of  the 

16  appropriate  level  of  total  gross  obligations  for  the  prin- 

17  cipal  amount  of  direct  loans  and  the  appropriate  level 

18  of  total  commitments  to  guarantee  9r  insure  loan  prin- 

19  cipal; 

20  "(9)  an  estimate  of  the  total  outlays  which  will 

21  result  from  defaults  on  the  payment  of  loan  principal 

22  which  has  been  guaranteed  or  insured  by  the  United 

23  States,  and  an  allocation  of  such  outlays  among  each 

24  major  functional  category;". 

25  (2)  Section  301(b)(1)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 
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1  (A)  I^  strikhig  out  "or"  after  ''new  budget  au- 

2  thoritjr"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "for  such  fiscal 

3  year/';  and 

4  (B)  by  inserting  a  comma  and  "or  specifying  the 

5  level  of  total  gross  obligations  for  the  principal  amount 

6  of  direct  loans  or  the  level  of  total  commitments  to 

7  guarantee  loan  principal  for  such  fiscal  year/'  before 

8  "shall  not  be  enrolled". 

9  (3)  Section  301(c)  of  such  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 

10  follows: 

11  "(c)  Views  and  Estimates  of  Other  Coboot- 

12  TEES. — 

13  "(1)  On  or  before  March  15  of  each  year,  each 

14  standing  committee  of  the  House  of  Representatives 

15  shall  submit  to  the  Committee  on  the  Budget  of  the 

16  House,  each  standing  committee  of  the  Senate  shall 

17  submit  to  the  Committee  on  the  Budget  of  the  Senate, 

18  and  the  Joint  Economic  Committee  and  Joint  Commit- 

19  tee  on  Internal  Revenue  Taxation  shall  submit  to  the 

20  Committees  on  the  Budget  of  both  Houses — 

21  "(A)  its  views  and  estimates  with  respect  to 

22  all  matters  set  forth  in  subsection  (a)  which  relate 

23  to  matters  within  the  respective  jurisdiction  or 

24  functions  of  such  committee  or  joint  committee; 

25  and 
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1  "(B)  except  in  the  case  of  such  jomt  commit- 

2  tees,  the  estimate  of  the  total  amounts  of  new 

3  budget   authority    and   budget   outlays    resulting 

4  therefrom,  and  of  the  total  amounts  of  gross  obli- 

5  gations  for  the  principal  amount  of  direct  loans 

6  and  commitments   to  guarantee   or  insure   loan 

7  principal,  to  be  provided  or  authorized  in  all  bills 

8  and  resolutions  within  the  jurisdiction  of  such 

9  committee  which  such  committee  intends  to  be  ef- 

10  fective  during  the  fiscal  year  beginning  on  October 

11  1  of  such  year. 

12  "(2)  The  Joint  Economic  Committee  shall  also 

13  submit  to  the   Committees   on  the  Budget  of  both 

14  Houses — 

15  ''(A)  its  recommendations  as  to  the  fiscal 

16  policy  appropriate  to  the  goals  of  the  Employment 

17  Act  of  1946; 

18  "(B)  recommendations  as  to  the  appropriate 

19  level  of  total  gross  obligations  for  the  principal 

20  amount  of  direct  loanjs  and  the  appropriate  level 

21  of  total  commitments  to  guarantee  or  insure  loan 

22  principal;  and 

23  "(C)  its  estimates  as  to  the  outlays  which 

24  will  result  from  defaults  on  the  payment  of  loan 
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1  principal  which  has  been  guaranteed  or  insured  by 

2  the  United  States. 

3  "(3)  The  Committee  on, Banking,  fWnce  and 

4  Urban  Affairs  of  the  House  of  Representatives  and  the 

5  Committee  on  Banking,  Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs  of 

6  the  Senate  shall  also  submit  to  the  Committees  on  the 

7  Budget  of  their  respective  Houses  their  recommenda- 

8  tions  and  estimates  with  respect  to  the  matters  speci- 

9  fied  in  subparagraphs  (B)  and  (C)  of  paragraph  (2). 

10  "(4)  Any  other  committee  of  the  House  or  Senate 

11  may  submit  to  the  Committee  on  the  Budget  of  its 

12  House,  and  any  other  joint  committee  of  the  Congress 
IS  may  submit  to  the  Committees  on  the  Budget  of  both 

14  Houses,  its  views  and  estimates  with  respect  to  all 

15  matters  set  forth  in  subsection  (a)  which  relate  to  mat- 

16  ters  within  its  jurisdiction  or  functions.". 

17  (cKD  Section  302(a)  of  the  Act  is  amended — 

18  (A)  by  striking  out  ''and"  after  ''total  budget  out- 

19  lays"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a  comma; 

20  03)  by  inserting  a  comma  and  "total  gross  obUgar 

21  tions  for  the  principal  amount  of  direct  loans,  and  total 

22  commitments  to  guarantee  or  insure  loan  principal" 

23  after  "total  new  budget  authority";  and 

24  (C)  by  inserting  "or  authorizing  such  obligations 

25  and  commitments"  after  "such  new  budget  authority". 
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1  (2)  Section  S02G))  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

2  (A)  by  striking  out  "and"  after  the  semicolon  at 

3  the  end  of  paragraph  (1); 

4  CB)  by  redesignating  paragraph  (2)  as  paragraph 

5  (3);  and 

6  (C)  by  inserting  after  paragraph  (1)  the  following 

7  new  paragraph: 

8  "(2)  the   Committee  on  Appropriations  of  each 

9  House  shall  also,  after  consulting  with  the  Committee 

10  on  Appropriations  of  the  other  House,  subdivide  among 

11  its  subcommittees  the  allocation  of  gross  obligations  for 

12  the  principal  amount  of  direct  loans  and  of  commit- 

13  ments  to  guarantee  or  insure  loan  principal  allocated  to 

14  it  in  the  joint  explanatory  statement  accompanying  the 

15  conference  report  on  such  concurrent  resolution;  and". 

16  (d)(1)  Section  303(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

17  (A)  by  striking  out  "provides"  before  the  dash  in 

18  the  matter  preceding  paragraph  (1); 

19  (B)  by  inserting  "provides"  before  "new"  in  para- 

20  graph  (1); 

21  (C)  by  inserting  "provides"  before  "an  increase" 

22  in  paragraph  (2); 

23  (D)  by  inserting  "provides"  before  "an  increase" 

24  in  paragraph  (3); 
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1  (E)  by  striking  out  "or"  after  the  semicolon  in 

2  paragraph  (3); 

3  (F)  by  inserting  "provides"  before  "new"  in  para- 

4  graph  (4); 

5  (G)  by  inserting  "or"  afl;er  the  semicolon  in  para- 

6  graph  (4);  and 

7  (H)  by  inserting  after  paragraph  (4)  the  following 

8  new  paragraph: 

9  "(5)  specifies  the  level  of  total  gross  obligations 

10  for  the  principal  amount  of  direct  loans  or  the  level  of 

11  total  commitments  to  guarantee  or  insure  loan  principal 

12  for  a  fiscal  year;". 

13  (2)  Section  303(b)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

14  (A)  by  striking  out  "or"  at  the  end  of  paragraph 

15  (1); 

16  (B)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  para- 

17  graph  (2)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a  semicolon  and 

18  "or";  and 

19  (C)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 

20  new  paragraph: 

21  "(3)  specifying— 

22  "(A)  the  appropriate  level  of  total  gross  obli- 

23  gations  for  the  principal  amount  of  direct  loans;  or 

24  "(B)  the  appropriate  level  of  total  commit- 

25  ments  to  guarantee  or  insure  loan  principal, 
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1  for  a  fiscal  year  following  the  fiscal  year  to  which  the 

2  concurrent  resolution  applies.". 

3  (e)  Section  307  of  such  Act  is  amende^ — 

4  (1)  by  inserting  "(1)"  before  "comparing"; 

5  (2)  by  inserting  ",  and  the  appropriate  levels  of 

6  total   gross   obligations   for   the   principal   amount  of 

7  direct  loans  and  of  total  commitments  to  guarantee  or 

8  insure  loan  principal,"  after  "new  budget  authority"; 

9  and 

10  (3)  by  inserting  "and  (2)  specifying  estimates  of 

11  the  outlays  which  will  result  from  defaults  on  loan 

12  principal  that  has  been  guaranteed  or  insured  by  the 

13  United  States"  before  the  period. 

14  (f)(1)  Section  308(a)(1)  of  such  Act  is  amended— 

15  (A)  by  striking  out  "and"  after  the  semicolon  at 

16  the  end  of  subparagraph  (B);  and 

17  (B)  by  adding  after  subparagraph  (C)  the  following 

18  new  subparagraph: 

19  "(D)  how  the  level  of  gross  obligations  for 

20  the  principal  amount  of  direct  loans  and  on  com- 

21  mitments  to  guarantee  or  insure  loan  principal 

22  provided  in  that  bill  or  resolution  compare  with 

23  the  appropriate  level  of  gross  obligations  for  the 

24  principal  amount  of  direct  loans  and  commitments 

25  to  guarantee  or  insure  loan  principal  set  forth  in 
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1  t&e  most  recently  agreed  to  concurrent  resolution 

2  on  the  budget  for  such  fiscal  year  and  the  reports 

3  submitted  under  section  302;  and". 

'  4  (2)  Section  3080))  of  such  act  is  amended — 

5  (A)  by  striking  out  "and''  after  the  semicolon  at 

6  the  end  of  paragraph  (3); 

7  (B)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  parar 

8  graph  (4)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ";  and";  and 

9  (C)  by  adding  after  paragraph  (4)  the  following 

10  new  paragraph: 

11  "(5)  an  up-to-date  tabulation  comparing  the  gross 

12  obligations  for  the  principal  amount  of  direct  loans  and 

13  the  conmiitments  to  guarantee  or  insure  loan  principal 

14  for  such  fiscal  year  in  bills  or  resolutions  on  which  the 

15  Congress  has  completed  action  to  the  appropriate  level 

16  of  gross  obligations  for  the  principal  amount  of  direct 

17  loans  and  the  appropriate  level  of  commitments  to 

18  guarantee  or  insure  loan  principal  set  forth  in  the  most 

19  recently  agreed  to  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget 

20  for  such  fiscal  year  and  the  reports  submitted  under 

21  section  302.". 

22  (3)  Section  308(c)  of  such  act  is  amended— 

23  (A)  by  striking  out  "and"  after  the  semicolon  in 

24  paragraph  (2); 
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1  CB)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  para- 

2  graph  (3)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a  semicolon  and 

3  "and";  and 

4  (C)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  followmg 

5  new  paragraph: 

6  "(4)    total    gross    obligations    for    the    principal 

7  amount  of  direct  loans  and  total  commitments  to  guar- 

8  antee  or  insure  loan  principal.". 

9  (g)(1)  Section  309  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  inserting 

10  "or  specifying  the  levels  of  gross  obligations  for  the  principal 

1 1  amount  of  direct  loans  or  conmiitments  to  guarantee  or  insure 

12  loan  principal  for  such  fiscal  year/'  after  "such  year,"  where 

13  it  first  appears  in  paragraph  (1). 

14  (2)(A)  The  section  heading  for  section  309  of  such  Act  is 

15  amended  by  striking  out  "and  cbbtain  new  spendino  au- 

16  thobity"   and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ",   specifying 

17  DIBBCT  LOANS  OB  LOAN  GUABANTBE  GOMBflTMENTS,   OB 

18  PBOVIDING  CEBTAIN  NEW  SPENDING  AUTHOBITY". 

19  (B)  The  table  of  contents  in  section  1(b)  of  the  Congres- 

20  sional  Budget  and  Impoundment  Control  Act  of  1974  is 

21  amended  (in  the  item  relating  to  section  309)  by  striking  out 

22  "and  certain  new  spending  authority"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

23  thereof  ",  specifying  direct  loans  or  loan  guarantee  commit- 

24  ments,  or  providing  certain  new  spending  authority". 
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1  (h)  Section  310(a)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 

2  1974  is  amended — 

3  (1)  by  striking  out  "or"  after  Jhe  semicolon  at  the 

4  end  of  paragraph  (3); 

5  (2)  by  redesignating  paragraph  (4)  as  paragraph 

6  (5)  and  (in  such  paragraph)  striking  out  "and  (3)"  and 

7  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "(3),  and  (4)";  and 

8  (3)  by  inserting  after  paragraph  (3)  the  following 

9  new  paragraph: 

10  "(4)  specify  the  total  amount  by  which  gross  obli- 

11  gations  for  the  principal  amount  of  direct  loans  or  com- 

12  mitments  to  guarantee  or  insure  loan  principal  are  to 

13  be  changed  and  direct  the  committees  having  jurisdic- 

14  tion  to  recommend  such  change;  or". 

15  (i)(l)  Section  311(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

16  (A)  by  inserting  "specifying  the  levels  of  total 

17  gross  obligations  for  the  principal  amount  of  direct 

18  loans  or  total  commitments  to  guarantee  or  insure  loan 

19  principal  for  such  fiscal  year/'  after  "effective  during 

20  such  fiscal  year,"  in  the  matter  preceding  paragraph 

21  (1);  and 

22  (B)  by  inserting  "would  cause  the  appropriate 

23  level  of  gross  obligations  for  the  principal  amount  of 

24  direct  loans  or  the  appropriate  level  of  commitments  to 

25  guarantee  or  insure  loan  principal  set  forth  in  such 
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1  concurrent  resolution  to  be  exceeded/'  after  "exceed- 

2  ed,"  in  the  matter  following  paragraph  (3). 

3  (2)(A)  The  section  heading  for  section  311  of  such  Act  is 

4  amended  by  inserting  ",  loan  and  loan  ouabantee  com- 

5  BHTBiBNTS,"  after  "spending  authority". 

6  (B)  The  table  of  contents  in  section  1(b)  of  the  Congres- 

7  sional  Budget  and  Impoundment  Control  Act  of  1974  is 

8  amended  (in  the  item  relating  to  section  311)  by  inserting 

9  "loans  and  loan  guarantee  conunitments,"  after  "spending 

10  authority". 

11  (j)  Section  402(a)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 

12  1974  is  amended  by  inserting  "or  which  authorizes  the  guar- 

13  antee  or  insurance  of  loan  principal  for  a  fiscal  year,"  after 

14  "for  a  fiscal  year,". 

15  (k)(l)  Title  IV  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 

16  end  thereof  the  following  new  section: 

17  "legislation  providing  authority  to  BfAKE  DIRECT 

18  LOANS  OR  TO  GUARANTEE  OR  INSURE  LOAN  PRINCIPAL 

19  "Sec.  405.  It  shall  not  be  in  order  in  either  the  House 

20  of  Representatives  or  the  Senate  to  consider  any  bill  or  reso- 

21  lution  which  provides,  extends,  or  enlarges  authority  to  incur 

22  obligations  for  the  principal  amount  of  direct  loans  or  to  guar- 

23  antee  or  insure  loan  principal  (or  any  amendment  which  pro- 

24  vides,  extends,  or  enlarges  such  authority)  unless  that  bill, 

25  resolution,  or  amendment  also  provides  that  such  authority  is 

S  2454  IS 


99-812   0-83-32 


Digitized  by 


Google 


494 


15 

1  to  be  effective  for  any  fiscal  year  only  to  such  extent  or  in 

2  such  amounts  as  are  provided  in  appropriation  Acts.". 

3  (2)  The  table  of  contents  in  section  1(b)  of  the  Congres- 

4  sional  Budget  and  Impoundment  Control  Act  of  1974  is 

5  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  of  the  matter  relating  to  title 

6  IV  the  following  new  item: 

"Sec.  405.  Legislation  providing  authority  to  make  direct  loans  or  to  guarantee  or 
insure  loan  principal.". 

7  (1)  Section  2  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

8  (1)  by  striking  out  "and"  after  the  semioolon  at 

9  the  end  of  paragraph  (4); 

10  (2)  by  redesignating  paragraph  (5)  as  paragraph 

11  (6);  and 

12  (3)  by  inserting  after  paragraph  (4)  the  following 

13  new  paragraph: 

14  "(5)  to  provide  for  the  congressional  determination 

15  each  year  of  (A)  the  appropriate  level  of  gross  obUgar 

16  tions  for  the  principal  amount  of  direct  loans  and  of 

17  commitments  to  guarantee  or  insure  loan  principal,  and 

18  (B)  estimates  of  the  outlays  which  will  result  from  de- 

19  faults  on  loan  principal  which  has  been  guaranteed  or 

20  insured  by  the  United  States;  and". 

21  (mXl)  Section  605(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

22  (A)  by  striking  out  "1975"  in  the  first  sentence 

23  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "1982"; 
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1  (B)  by  striking  out  "and"  after  ''estimated  out- 

2  lays''  in  the  first  sentence  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

3  a  conuna; 

4  (C)  by  inserting  a  comma  and  "and  information 

5  with  respect  to  direct  lending  and  guarantees  or  insur- 

6  ance  of  loan  principal''  before  "which  would  be  includ- 

7  ed"  in  the  first  sentence; 

8  (D)  by  striking  out  "and"  after  "estimated  out- 

9  lays"  in  the  second  sentence  and  inserting  in  lieu 

10  thereof  a  comma; 

11  (E)  by  inserting  a  comma  and  "and  information 

12  with  respect  to  direct  lending  and  guarantees  or  insur- 

13  ance  of  loan  principal"  before  "submitted  pursuant  to 

14  this  section"  in  the  second  sentence; 

15  *  (F)  by  striking  out  "and"  after  "estimated  out- 

16  lays"  in  the  third  sentence  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

17  a  comma;  and 

18  (G)  by  inserting  "and  information  with  respect  to 

19  direct  lending  and  guarantees  or  insurance  of  loan  prin- 

20  cipal,"  after  "proposed  budget  authority,"  in  the  third 

21  sentence. 

22  (2)  Section  605G))  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

23  (A)  by  striking  out  "and"  after  "estimated  out- 

24  lays"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a  comma;  and 
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1  CB)  by  inserdiig  a  comma  and  ''and  information 

2  with  respect  to  direct  lending  and  guarantees  or  insur- 

3  ance  of  loan  principal"  before  "so  submitted". 

4  (n)  Section  3  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 

5  end  thereof  the  following  new  paragraph: 

6  "(6)  The  term  'direct  loan'  means  a  disbursement 

7  of  funds  by  the  United  States  or  any.  officer  or  agency 

8  thereof  (not  in  exchange  for  goods  or  services)  under  a 

9  contract  which  requires  the  repayment  of  such  funds 

10  with  or  without  interest,  and  in  addition  includes — 

11  "(A)  direct  participation  in  a  loan  made  and 

12  held  by  another  person  or  government; 

13  "Q3)  the  purchase  (through  secondary  market 

14  operations)  of  a  loan  made  by  another  person  or 

15  government;  and 

16  "(C)  the  acquisitioa  of  a  federally  guaranteed 

17  loan  made  by  another  person  or  government,  as 

18  collateral  or  in  satisfaction  of  default  or  other 

19  guarantee  claims.". 

20  (o)  Section  201(a)  of  the  Budget  and  Accounting  Act, 

21  1921  (31  U.S.C.  11(a)),  is  amended— 

22  (1)  by  striking  out  "and"  after  the  semicolon  at 

23  the  end  of  paragraph  (12); 
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1  (2)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  para- 

2  graph  (13)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a  semicolon  and 

3  "and";  and 

4  (3)  by  adding  after  paragraph  (13)  the  following 

5  new  paragraph: 

6  "(14)  all  essential  facts  regarding  direct  lending 

7  by  the  Government  and  guarantees  or  insurance  of 

8  loan  principal  by  the  Government.". 

9  (p)  Section  201(d)  of  the  Budget  and  Accounting  Act, 

10  1921  (31  U.S.C.  11(d)),  is  amended  by  striking  out  "items 

11  enumerated  in  section  301(a)  (l)-(5)"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

12  thereof  "items  enumerated  in  section  301(a)  (l)-(8)". 

13  (q)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  be  effec- 

14  tive  with  respect  to  fiscal  years  beginning  on  and  after  Octo- 

15  ber  1,  1982. 

16  STATEMENT  BEQUIBED  WITH  BB8PECT  TO  FEDERAL 

17  FINANCING  BANK  TRANSACTIONS 

18  Sec.  4.  Any  agency  which  issues  or  sells  an  obligation 

19  directly  to  the  Federal  Financing  Bank  or  which  guarantees 

20  or  insures  the  payment  of  principal  or  interest  on  an  obliga- 

21  tion  which  is  to  be  sold  to  the  Federal  Financing  Bank  shall 

22  prepare  a  statement  specifying,  with  respect  to  each  such 

23  obligation,  the  amount  of  budget  authority  which  would  have 

24  been  obligated  or  expended  and  the  amount  of  outlays  which 

25  would  have  resulted  if  the  agency  had  not  issued  or  sold  such 
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1  obligation  directly  to  the  Bank  or  if,  in  the  case  of  a  guaran- 

2  tee  or  insurance,  the  obligation  was  issued  to  and  held  by  the 

3  agency.  Such  statement  shall  be  transmitted  to  the  Director 

4  of  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  with  the  requests 

5  for  appropriations  required  under  section  216  of  the  Budget 

6  and  Accounting  Act,  1921  (31  U.S.C.  24).  Such  statement 

7  shall  be  prepared  for  the  one-year  period  preceding  the  date 

8  on  which  such  transmission  is  made,  and  shall  allocate  such 

9  amounts  within  the  functional  categories  used  in  the  Budget 

10  submitted  under  section  201(a)  of  such  Act  (31  U.S.C.  11). 

11  LOAN  OUABANTEE  AND  IN8UBANGE  PB00BAM8 

12  Sec.  5.  (a)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law, 

13  the  head  of  a  department  or  agency  carrying  out  any  pro- 

14  gram  to  guarantee  or  insure  loan  principal  shall  enter  into 

15  commitments  to  guarantee  or  insure  pursuant  to  such  pro- 

16  gram  in  the  full  amounts  permitted  by  law,  subject  only  to 

17  the  availability  of  qualified  applicants. 

18  (b)(1)  The  heading  for  part  B  of  the  Impoundment  Con- 

19  trol  Act  of  1974  is  amended  by  inserting  "and  Loan  Guab- 

20  ANTEB  Authobity"  after  "Budget  Authobity". 

21  (2)  The  item  relating  to  part  B  of  title  X  in  the  table  of 

22  contents  in  section  1(b)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  and  Im- 

23  poundment  and  Control  Act  of  1974  is  amended  by  inserting 

24  "and  Loan  Guarantee  Authority"  after  "Budget  Authority", 
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1  in  a  special  message  transmitted  under  subsection  (a)  shall, 

2  subject  to  the  availability  of  qualified  applicants,  be  commit- 

3  ted  to  the  full  extent  permitted  by  law  unless,  within  the 

4  prescribed  45-day  period,  the  Congress  has  completed  action 

5  on  a  rescission  bill  rescinding  all  or  part  of  the  amount  pro- 

6  posed  to  be  rescinded  or  that  is  to  be  reserved.". 

7  (3)(A)  The  section  heading  for  section  1012  of  such  Act 

8  is  amended  by  inserting  "and  loan  guabantbb  authobi- 

9  ty"  after  "budgbt  authobity". 

10  (B)  The  item  relating  to  section  1012  in  the  table  of 

11  contents  in  section  lOb)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  and  Im- 

12  poundment  Control  Act  of  1974  is  amended  by  inserting 

13  "and  loan  guarantee  authority"  before  the  period  the  last 

14  place  it  appears. 

15  (e)(1)  Section  1013(a)  of  the  Impoundment  Control  Act 

16  of  1974  is  amended — 

17  (A)  by  inserting  "or  loan  guarantee  authority" 

18  after  "budget  authority"  in  the  matter  preceding  para- 

19  graph  (1); 

20  (B)  by  inserting  "or  loan  guarantee  authority" 

21  after  "budget  authority"  in  paragraph  (1); 

22  (C)  by  inserting  "or  to  which  such  loan  guarantee 

23  authority  is  available  for  conunitment"  after  "obliga- 

24  tion"  in  paragraph  (2); 
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1  less  than  the  maximum  amount  permitted  hy  law; 

2  and". 

3  (d)(1)  Section  1012(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

4  (A)  by  inserting  "or  loan  guarantee  authority" 

5  after  "budget  authority"  the  first  three  places  it  ap- 

6  pears  in  the  matter  preceding  paragraph  (1); 

7  (B)  by  inserting  "or  whenever  all  or  part  of  loan 

8  guarantee  authority  provided  for  only  one  fiscal  year  is 

9  to  be  reserved  from  commitment  for  such  fiscal  year," 

10  before  "the  President  shall  transmit"  in  the  matter 

11  preceding  paragraph  (1); 

12  (C)  by  inserting  "or  loan  guarantee  authority" 

13  after  "budget  authority"  in  paragraph  (1); 

14  (D)  by  inserting  "or  to  which  such  loan  guarantee 

15  authority  is  available  for  commitment"  after  "obliga- 

16  tion"  in  paragraph  (2); 

17  (E)  by  inserting  "or  loan  guarantee  authority" 

18  after  "budget  authority"  in  paragraph  (3);  and 

19  (F)  by  inserting  "or  loan  guarantee  authority" 

20  after  "budget  authority"  in  paragraph  (5). 

21  (2)  Section  1012  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by 

22  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  followmg  new  subsection: 

23  "(c)  Requibement  To  Make  Loan  Guarantee 

24  CoBiMiTMENTS. — Any  amount  of  loan  guarantee  authority 

25  proposed  to  be  rescinded  or  that  is  to  be  reserved  as  set  forth 
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1  in  a  special  message  transmitted  under  subsection  (a)  shall, 

2  subject  to  the  availability  of  qualified  applicants,  be  commit- 

3  ted  to  the  full  extent  permitted  by  law  unless,  within  the 

4  prescribed  45-day  period,  the  Congress  has  completed  action 

5  on  a  rescission  bill  rescinding  all  or  part  of  the  amount  pro- 

6  posed  to  be  rescinded  or  that  is  to  be  reserved.". 

7  (3)(A)  The  section  heading  for  section  1012  of  such  Act 

8  is  amended  by  inserting  "and  loan  guabantbb  authobi- 

9  ty"  after  "budget  authobitt". 

10  (B)  The  item  relating  to  section  1012  in  the  table  of 

11  contents  in  section  1(b)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  and  Im- 

12  poundment  Control  Act  of  1974  is  amended  by  inserting 

13  "and  loan  guarantee  authority''  before  the  period  the  last 

14  place  it  appears. 

15  (e)(1)  Section  1013(a)  of  the  Impoundment  Control  Act 

16  of  1974  is  amended — 

17  (A)  by  inserting  "or  loan  guarantee  authority" 

18  after  "budget  authority"  in  the  matter  preceding  para- 

19  graph  (1); 

20  (B)  by  inserting  "or  loan  guarantee  authority" 

21  after  "budget  authority"  in  paragraph  (1); 

22  (C)  by  inserting  "or  to  which  such  loan  guarantee 

23  authority  is  available  for  commitment"  after  "obliga- 

24  tion"  in  paragraph  (2); 
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1  (D)  by  inserting  "or  loan  guarantee  authority" 

2  after  "budget  authority"  in  paragraph  (3); 

3  (E)  by  inserting  "or  loan  guarantee  authority" 

4  after  "budget  authority"  in  paragraph  (6);  and 

5  (F)  by  inserting  a  conuna  and  "or  one  or  more  de- 

6  ferrals  of  loan  guarantee  authority,  as  the  case  may 

7  be"  before  the  period  in  the  first  sentence  of  the  matter 

8  foUowing  paragraph  (6). 

9  (2)  Section  1013  of  such  Act  is  further  amended — 

10  (A)  by  redesignating  subsection  (c)  as  subsection 

11  (d)  and  (in  such  subsection)  inserting  "or  loan  guaran- 

12  tee  authority"  after  "budget  authority";  and 

13  (B)  by  inserting  after  subsection  (b)  the  following 

14  new  subsection: 

15  "(c)  Requibement  To  Make  Loan  Guaeantbe 

16  CoBfMiTMENTS. — Any  amount  of  loan  guarantee  authority 

17  proposed  to  be  deferred  as  set  forth  in  a  special  message 

18  transmitted  under  subsection  (a)  shall,  subject  to  the  avail- 

19  ability  of  qualified  applicants,  be  conmiitted  to  the  full  extent 

20  permitted  by  law  if  either  House  of  Congress  passes  an  im- 

21  poundment  resolution  disapproving  such  proposed  deferral.". 

22  (3KA)  The  section  heading  for  section  lOlS  of  such  Act 

23  is  amended  by  insertmg  "and  loan  guabanteb  authobi- 

24  TY*'  after  "budget  authobity". 
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1  (B)  The  item  relating  to  section  1013  in  the  tahle  of 

2  contents  in  section  1(b)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  and  Im- 

3  poundment  Control  Act  of  1974  is  amended  by  inserting 

4  "and  loan  guarantee  authority"  before  the  period  the  last 

5  place  it  appears. 

6  (0(1)  Section  1014(b)  of  the  Impoundment  Control  Act 

7  of  1974  is  amended  by  inserting  "or  loan  guarantee  authori- 

8  ty"  after  "budget  authority"  each  place  it  appears  in  para- 

9  graphs  (1)  and  (2). 

10  (2)  Section  1014(e)(1)  is  amended  by  inserting  "and  loan 

11  guarantee  authority"  after  "budget  authority". 

12  (g)  Section  1015(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  inserting 

13  "or  loan  guarantee  authority"  after  "budget  authority"  each 

14  place  it  appears  in  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2). 

15  (h)  Section  1016  of  such  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  fol- 

16  lows: 

17  "suits  by  gomptbolleb  gbnbbal 

18  "Sec.  1016.  If— 

19  "(1)  under  section  1012(b)  or  1013(b),  budget  au- 

20  thority  is  required  to  be  made  available  for  obligation 

21  and  such  budget  authority  is  not  made  available  for 

22  obligation,  or 

23  "(2)  under  section   1012(c)  or  section   1013(c), 

24  commitments  to  guarantee  or  insure  the  indebtedness 
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1  of  qualified  applicants  are  required  to  be  made  and 

2  such  commitments  have  not  been  made, 

3  the  ComptroUer  General  is  hereby  expressly  empowered, 

4  through  attorneys  of  his  own  selection,  to  bring  a  civil  action 

5  in  the  United  States  District  Court  for  the  District  of  Colum- 

6  bia  to  require  such  budget  authority  to  be  made  available  for 

7  obligation  or  to  require  that  such  conmiitments  be  made,  as 

8  the  case  may  be,  and  such  court  is  hereby  expressly  empow- 

9  ered  to  enter  in  such  civil  action,  against  any  department, 

10  agency,  officer,  or  employee  of  the  United  States,  any  decree, 

11  judgment,  or  order  which  may  be  necessary  or  appropriate  to 

12  make  such  budget  authority  available  for  obligation  or  to  re- 

13  quire  that  such  conmiitments  be  made,  as  the  case  may  be. 

14  The  courts  shall  give  precedence  to  civil  actions  brought 

15  under  this  section,  and  to  appeals  and  writs  from  decisions  in 

16  such  actions,  over  all  other  civil  actions,  appeals,  and  writs. 

17  No  civil  action  shall  be  brought  by  the  Comptroller  General 

18  under  this  section  until  the  expiration  of  25  calendar  days  of 

19  continuous  session  of  the  Congress  following  the  date  on 

20  which  an  explanatory  statement  by  the  Comptroller  General 

21  of  the  circumstances  giving  rise  to  the  action  contemplated 

22  has  been  filed  with  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Bepresenta- 
28  tives  and  the  President  of  the  Senate.". 

24  (i)  Section  1017(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  inserting 

25  "or  loan  guarantee  authority"  after  "budget  authority". 
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1  TAX  EXPBNBITUBES 

2  Sec.  6.  (a)  Para^aph  (1)  of  section  202(f)  of  the  Con- 
S  gressional  Budget  Act  of  1974  is  amended  by  striking  the 

4  period  at  the  end  of  such  paragraph  and  inserting  in  lieu 

5  thereof  *\  and  how  much  Federal  activity  there  is  abeady  in 

6  each  functional  category  because  of  direct  loans,  guarantees 

7  or  insurance  of  loan  principal,  and  tax  expenditures.". 

8  (b)  Section  301(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  inserting 

9  after  paragraph  (4)  the  foUowing  new  paragraph: 

10  "(5)  the  recommended  level  of  tax  expenditures, 

11  an  allocation  of  such  expenditures  among  each  func- 

12  tional  category,  and  the  amount,  if  any;  by  which  the 

13  level  of  tax  expenditures  should  be  increased  or  de- 

14  creased  by  bills  and  resolutions  to  be  reported  by  the 

15  appropriate  conunittees;". 

16  (c)(1)  Section  308(a)(2)(A)  of  such  Act  is  amended  to 

17  read  as  follows: 

18  ''(A)  how  the  new  or  increased  tax  expenditures 

19  provided  in  that  bill  or  resolution  wiU  affect  the  level 

20  of  tax  expenditures   set  forth  in  the  most  recently 

21  agreed  to  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget  for  such 

22  fiscal  year;  and". 

23  (2)  Section  308(b)(3)  of  such  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 

24  follows: 
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1  "(3)  an  up-to-date  comparison  of  the  appropriate 

2  level  of  revenues  and  the  appropriate  level  of  tax  ex- 

3  penditures  contained  in  the  most  recently  agreed  to 

4  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget  for  such  fiscal  year 

5  with  the  latest  estimate  of  revenues  and  tax  expendi- 

6  tures  for  such  year  (including  new  revenues  and  tax 

7  expenditures  anticipated  during  such  year  under  bills 

8  and  resolutions  on  which  the  Congress  has  completed 

9  action);". 

10  (d)  Section  310(a)(2)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

11  (1)  by  striking  out  "the  total  amount  by  which 

12  revenues  are  to  be  changed"   and  inserting  in  lieu 

13  thereof  "the  total  amount  by  which  revenues  or  tax  ex- 

14  penditures  (or  both)  are  to  be  changed";  and 

15  (2)  by  striking  out  "the  revenue  laws"  and  insert- 

16  ing  in  lieu  thereof  "the  applicable  laws". 

17  (e)  Section  311(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

18  (1)  by  striking  out  "or  reducing  revenues"  in  the 

19  matter  preceding  paragraph  (1)  and  inserting  in  lieu 

20  thereof  "providing  additional  tax  expenditures  for  such 

21  fiscal  year,  or  otherwise  reducing  revenues";  and 

22  •   (2)  by  striking  out  "or  would  cause  revenues  to  be 

23  less"  in  the  matter  following  paragraph  (3)  and  insert- 

24  ing .  in  lieu  thereof  "would  cause  the  recommended 
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1  level  of  tax  expenditures  so  set  forth  to  be  exceeded,  or 

2  would  otherwise  cause  revenues  to  be  less". 

3  BBPOBT  BY  THE  SEGBETABT  OP  THE  TBEASUBT 

4  Sec.  7.  As  soon  as  practicable  after  the  date  of  enact- 

5  inent  of  the  Federal  Credit  and  Tax  Expenditure  Control  Act 

6  of  1982,  but  in  no  event  later  than  two  years,  the  Secretary 

7  of  the  Treasury  shall  transmit  to  the  Committee  on  the 

8  Budget  of  each  House  a  report  on  tax  expenditures  that  are 

9  aimed  at  inducing  change  in  taxpayer  behavior.  The  report 

10  shall  estimate  the  degree  to  which  each  such  expenditure  in- 

11  duces  the  desired  change,  and  list  expenditures  that  could  be 

12  repealed  without  a  significant  effect  on  taxpayer  behavior  but 

13  at  a  savings  in  revenue  to  the  Federal  Treasury. 

O 
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Federal  Credit  and  Tax  Expenditure  Control  Act  of  1982;     <S.  2454) 

Section-by-Section  Analysis 

Sec.  1:  Title 

Sec.  2:  Statement  of  P\irpose 

Sec.  3:  (a)  Directs  CBO  to  provide  regular  information  about 
direct  loans  and  loan  guarantees; 

(b)  First  Budg^et  Resolution  to  include  aggregate  totals 
for  direct  loans  and  loan  guarantees ,  with  estimates 
of  totals  for  each  major  functional  category  and 
estimates  of  actual  out  ays  resulting  tro^n   defaults 
according  to  functipnal  category 

Also  requires  Standing  QsjiBnitteee  to  provide  SudgCt 
CoiBBiitteea  estijnateB  of  direct  lendirig  and  loan  guor- 
antee^  for  programs  under  their  jurisdiction*  directs 
the  Joint  Econonkic  Committee  and  the  Calking  coiiniitte«M. 
of  both  Houses  to  submit  recontenendations  of  desired 
aggregate  leve  s  for  direct  loans  and  loan  guarantees 
and  sflttmates  of  outlays  resulting  from  defaults, 

(c)  conference  Report 

(d)  Renders  out  of  order  any  bill  which,  before  approval 
of  the  First  Concurrent  Be solution,  would  alter  the 
aggregate  level  of  loan  guarantees  or  direct  lending. 
Provides  that  bills  which  would  raise  the  level 

of  loan  guarantees  or  dlr«ct  lending  in  future  fiscal 
years  are  not  Out  of  order 

(e)  Appropriations  Copnittee  summaries  comparing  appro-- 
print Ion  bills  direct  spending  totals  to  levels  in 
First  Concurrent  Be solution  would  also  compare  levels 
of  direct  loans  and  loan  guarantees  to  First  Concur- 
rent Baso  utlon  totals. 

(f)  Budget  impact  statenventa  accompanying  bi  1  providing 
new  Budget  Authority  to  specify  as  well  how  the  level 
of  loan  guarantees  and  direct  loans  in  the  bill  If 
any  compares  with  First  Concurrent  Resolution  levels. 

(g)  C5D  annual  five-year  budget  projections  to  include 
loan  guarantees  and  direct  loans  as  w«l  as  current 
requirements  to  project  total  budget  authority  OutlAy*! 
revenues  and  tax  expenditures 

(h)  Requires  second  concurrent  Resolution  to  include 
binding  ceilings  for  total  amounts  of  direct  loans 
4nd  loan  guarantees r  as  veil  as  current  binding  ceilings 
on  direct  spending 

Also  makes  direct  loons  eund  loan  guarantees  subject 
to  the  re cone  iation  process 

(i)  Any  legislation  introduced  after  passage  of  the 
Second  Concurrent  Resolution  that  would  breach  the 
ceilings  for  direct  loans  or  loan  guarantees  would 
be  subject  to  a  Point  of  Order,  as  is  direct  spending 
under  current  law« 

(k)  Authorizing  legislation  caiinot  result  in  new  direct 
loans  or  loan  guarantees  except  in  such  amountft  as 
are  provided  in  appropriations  Acts. 
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Federal  Credit  and  Tax  Expenditure  Control  Act  of  1982  2. 

Section-by-Section  Analysis 

(m)  Current  services  budget  submitted  by  the  President 
every  November  must  include  current  services  esti- 
mates for  loan  guarantees  and  direct  lending. 

(n)  D«f luitiona. 

(o)  ApAnding  tha  Budget  3nd  Accounting  Act  of  1921,  to 
require  the  Pre  aider.;:  all  essential  facts 

recjarding  loan  guarantees  and  direct  lending  in  his 
annual  budget. 

Sec.  4:  Any  agency  which  uses  the  Federal  Financing  Bank  to 
hfOTrav   muat  report  the  level  o£  budget  authority  and 
Outlays  which  iritiuld  have  to  result^  if  the  agency  had 
borrowed  directly  from  the  marlcet   The  reports  must  be 
sutsnitted  to  the  Federal  Financing  Bank  and  to  the  0MB, 
so  the  transactions  appear  in  th«  budget  totals. 

Sec.  5:  (a)  Depa.rtraents  and  agencies  carrying  out  nandated  loan 
guarantee  programs  are  to  enter  into  commitments  to 
guarantee  up  to  the  amounts  permitted  by  law,  subject 
only  to  the  availability  of  qualified  applicants. 

(b)  Titles. 

(c)  Procedures. 

(d)  The  President  is  required  to  notify  Congress  whenever 
h*i  proposes  to  rescind  lo*n  guarantee  auLrsoEity  and 
congress  must  pass  a.  bill  rescinding  the  authority 

or  the  redriBflion  cannot  occur  fas  current  I**'  requires 
for  recissions  of  direct  spending  authorityy . 

(e)  The  President  a  required  to  notify  Congre»«  whenever 
he  proposes  to  defer  loan  guarantee  authority^  sulbject 
to  a  resolution  of  disapproval  by  either  House  of 
Congress  (ab   current  law  requires  for  deferrals  of 
direct  spending) . 

(f)  The  President  is  required  to  notify  the  Controller 
General  of  any  recission  or  deferral  of  loan  guarantee 
authority. 

(h)  The  Controller  General  is   authorized  to  sue  the  Pres- 
ident for  violations  of  Impoundinent  controls  regrading 
recission  or  deferral  of  loan  guarantee  authority  (as 
is  authorized  under  current  law  for  direct  spending) * 

Sec.  6:  (a)  CBO  reports  to  the  Budget  committees  to  include  esti- 
mates of  the  level  of  federal  activity  in  each  func- 
tional category  arising  from  direct  loans,  loan  guar- 
antees,, and  tax  expenditures. 

(b)  First  concurrent  l^esolution  to  include  tecoflHnended 
level  of  total  tax  expenditures  and  allocate  such 
expenditure 9  among  the  functional  categories. 

(c)  Budget  impact  statement  for  any  bill  affecting  tax 
expenditures  to  trtc   ude  estimates  of  how  the  bill's 
proposed  new  or  increased  tax  expenditures  will  affect 
the  tax  expend  ture  target  in  the  First  Resolution. 
Also  requires  the  CBO  to  include  tax  expenditures  in 
its  periodic  tabulations. 
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Federal  Credit  and  Tax  Expenditure  Control  Act  of  1982         3. 
Section-by-Section  Analysis 

(d)  Budget  Coinmittee  authorized  to  include  tax  expen- 
ditures in  its  reconciliation  instructions. 

(e)  Provides  that  any  bill  including  new  tax  expendi- 
tures that  would  violate  the  ceiling  on  tax  expen- 
ditures in  the  Second  Concurrent  Resolution  would 
be  out  of  order  for  floor  consideration. 

Sec.  7:  The  Treasury  Department  is  directed  to  undertake  a  study 
of  every  tax  expenditure  designed  to  alter  taxpayer 
behavior  and  report  to  Congress  within  two  years,  esti- 
mating the  degree  to  which  such  change  has  been  achieved 
and  listing  those  tax  expenditures  which  could  be  repealed 
without  significantly  affecting  taxpayer  behavior. 


Daniel   Patrick  Moynihan 
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97th  congress 
1st  Session 


S.384 


Entitled  the  "Federal  Expenditure  Control  Act  of  1981' 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

Febbuaby  3  Oegislative  day,  Januabt  5),  1981 
Mr.  Abmstbono  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  read  twice  and  referred 
jointly,  pursuant  to  the  order  of  August  4,  1977,  to  the  Committees  on  the 
Budget  and  Governmental  Affairs  with  instructions  that  if  one  committee 
reports,  the  other  committee  has  thirty  days  of  continuous  session  to  report 
or  be  discharged 


A  BILL 

Entitled  the  "Federal  Expenditure  Control  Act  of  1981". 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  (a)  section  1011(3)  of  the  Impoundment  Control  Act  of 

4  1974  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

5  "(3)   'rescission  resolution'   means   a  concurrent 

6  resolution  of  the  Congress  which  disapproves,  in  whole 

7  or  in  part,  the  rescission  of  budget  authority  proposed 

8  in   a  special  message   transmitted  by  the  President 

9  under  section   1012,   and  upon  which  the  Congress 
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1  completes  action  before  the  end  of  the  first  period  of 

2  45  calendar  days  of  continuous  session  of  the  Congress 

3  after  the  date  on  which  the  President's  message  is  re- 

4  ceived  by  the  Congress;*'. 

5  (b)  Section  1012(b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 

6  follows: 

7  "(b)  Requirement  To  Make  Available  fob  Obli- 

8  GATION. — Any  amount  of  budget  authority  or  any  part 

9  thereof  proposed  to  be  rescinded  or  that  is  to  be  reserved  as 

10  set  forth  in  such  special  message  shall  be  made  available  for 

11  obligation  if,  within  the  prescribed  45-day  period,  the  Con- 

12  gress  adopts  a  rescission  resolution  disapproving  the  rescis- 

13  sion  or  reservation  of  such  amount  or  part  thereof.". 

14  (cKD  Section  1017(e)(5)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 

15  striking  out  "bills  and". 

16  (2)  Section  1017  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out 

17  "bill  or"  each  place  it  appears. 

18  (3)  Section  1017(c)  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by 

19  striking  out  "bill"  each  place  it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu 

20  thereof  ''resolution". 
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97th  congress 
1st  Session 


S.1848 


To  amend  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974  to  impose  limits  on  the  amount 
of  total  budget  outlays  contained  in  concurrent  resolutions  on  the  budget,  and 
for  other  purposes. 


IN  THE  SENATE  OP  THE  UNITED  STATES 

NovBiiBEB  16  Oegislative  day,  Novbmbeb  2),  1981 
Mr.  Gk)BTON  (for  himself,  Mr.  DoifENici,  Mr.  Dubenbuboeb,  Mr.  Kasten,  Mr. 
NiCKLES,  Mr.  QuATLB,  and  Mr.  Mubkowski)  introduced  the  following  biU; 
which  was  read  twice  and  referred  jointly  pursuant  to  the  order  of  August  4, 
1977,  to  the  Committees  on  the  Budget  and  Governmental  Affairs  with 
instructions  that  if  one  committee  reports,  the  other  committee  has  thirty 
days  of  continuous  session  to  report  or  be  discharged 


A  BILL 

To  amend  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974  to  impose 
limits  on  the  amount  of  total  budget  outlays  contained  in 
concurrent  resolutions  on  the  budget,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That,  (a)  title  m  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974  is 

4  amended  by  inserting  after  section  301  the  foDowing  new 

5  section: 
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1  "limtations  on  total  budget  outlays 

2  ''Sec.  301A.  (a)  In  General. — Notwithstanding  any 

3  other  provision  of  law,  it  shall  not  be  in  order  in  the  Senate 

4  or  the  House  of  Representatives  to  vote  on  the  question  of 

5  agreeing  to  any  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget  or  any 

6  amendment  thereto  or  any  conference  report  thereon  for  the 

7  Hscal  year  ending  on  September  30,  1983,  or  for  any  subse- 

8  quent  fiscal  year  if — 

9  "(1)  the  adoption  of  such  concurrent  resolution; 

10  "(2)  the  adoption  of  such  amendment;  or 

11  "(3)  the  adoption  of  such  concurrent  resolution  in 

12  the  form  recommended  in  such  conference  report; 

13  would  cause  the  total  amount  of  budget  outlays  set  forth  in 

14  such  concurrent  resolution  to  exceed  the  amount  specified  for 

15  such  fiscal  year  by  subsection  (b). 

16  "(b)  Specification  of  Limits. — For  purposes  of  sub- 

17  section  (a),  total  budget  outlays  shall  not  exceed — 

18  "(1)  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  on  September  SO, 

19  1983,  an  amount  equal  to  22  percent  of  the  adjusted 

20  gross  national  product; 

21  "(2)  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  on  September  30, 

22  1984,  an  amount  equal  to  21.5  percent  of  the  adjusted 

23  gross  national  product; 
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1  "(3)  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  on  September  30, 

2  1985,  an  amount  equal  to  21  percent  of  the  adjusted 

3  gross  national  product; 

4  ''(4)  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  on  September  30, 

5  1986,  an  amount  equal  to  20.5  percent  of  the  adjusted 

6  gross  national  product;  and 

7  "(5)  for  each  fiscal  year  beginning  on  or  after  Oc- 

8  tober  1,  1986,  an  amount  equal  to  20  percent  of  the 

9  adjusted  gross  national  product. 

10  "(c)  Mabgin  of  Ebbob. — Notwithstanding  subsections 

11  (a)  and  (b),  it  shall  be  in  order  to  consider  a  concurrent  reso- 

12  lution  on  the  budget  for  any  fiscal  year  to  which  subsections 

13  (a)  and  (b)  apply  or  any  conference  report  thereon  if — 

14  "(1)  the  adoption  of  such  concurrent  resolution;  or 

15  "(2)  the  adoption  of  such  concurrent  resolution  in 

16  the  form  recommended  in  such  conference  report; 

17  would  cause  the  total  amount  of  budget  outlays  set  forth  in 

18  such  concurrent  resolution  to  exceed  the  amount  specified  for 

19  such  fiscal  year  by  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  by  an  amount 

20  which  is  equal  to  not  more  than  two-tenths  of  1  percent  of 

21  the  adjusted  gross  national  product. 

22  "(d)  Point  op  Obdbb. — A  point  of  order  raised  pursu- 

23  ant  to  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  may  only  be  raised  at  the  con- 

24  elusion  of  debate  and  before  a  vote  is  taken  on  a  concurrent 

25  resolution  on  the  budget,  an  amendment  thereto,  or  a  confer- 
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1  ence  report  thereon.  If  any  such  point  of  order  is  sustained  by 

2  the  presiding  officer  of  the  House  in  which  it  is  raised,  an 

3  affirmative  vote  of  three-fifths  of  the  Members  of  such  House 

4  duly  chosen  and  sworn  shall  be  required  to  sustain  an  appeal 

5  of  such  ruling.  Debate  on  an  appeal  of  such  point  of  order 

6  shall  be  limited  to  2  hours,  to  be  equally  divided  between, 

7  and  controlled  by,  the  majority  leader  and  the  minority  leader 

8  or  their  designees.  An  appeal  on  such  a  point  of  order  is  not 

9  subject  to  a  motion  to  table. 

10  "(e)  Waiveb  Pbohibitbd. — The  provisions  of  this  sec- 

1 1  tion  may  not  be  waived  pursuant  to  section  904(b). 

12  "(0  Dbfinitions. — For  purposes  of  this  section — 

13  "(1)  The  term  'adjusted  gross  national  product' 

14  means  an  amount  equal  to  the  number  obtained  by 

15  multiplying  the  gross  national  product  for  a  fiscal  year 

16  by  (1  plus  the  floating  gross  national  product  trendline 

17  for  such  fiscal  year),  and  by  (1  plus  the  floating  gross 

18  national  product  trendline  for  such  fiscal  year). 

19  "(2)  The  term  'gross  national  product'  means  the 

20  gross  national  product  as  computed  by  the  Department 

21  of  Commerce  for  the  most  recently  completed  fiscal 

22  year  preceding  the  fiscal  year  for  which  a  concurrent 

23  resolution  on  the  budget  is  being  considered. 

24  "(3)  The  t^m  'floating  gross  national  product 

25  trendline'  means  the  average  annual  rate  of  change  of 
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1  the  gross  national  product  during  the  5  most  recent  full 

2  fiscal  years  preceding  the  fiscal  year  for  which  a  con- 

3  current  resolution  on  the  budget  is  being  considered.". 

4  (b)  Section  301(d)  of  such  Act  (31  U.S.C.  1322(d))  is 

5  amended — 

6  (1)  by  redesignating  paragraphs  (3)  through  (8)  as 

7  paragraphs  (4)  through  (9),  respectively;  and 

8  (2)  by  inserting  after  paragraph  (2)  the  following 

9  new  paragraph: 

10  ''(3)  specific  reconunendations  concerning  whether 

11  the  total  amount  of  budget  outlays  for  such  fiscal  year 

12  should  exceed  the  amount  specified  for  such  fiscal  year 

13  under  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  of  section  301A;". 

14  (c)  Section  310(a)  of  such  Act  (31  U.S.C.  1331(a))  is 

15  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following:  ''The 

16  report  accompanying  any  such  concurrent  resolution  on  the 

17  budget  shall  contain  specific  reconunendations  concerning 

18  whether  total  budget  outlays  for  such  fiscal  year  should 

19  exceed  the  amount  specified  for  such  fiscal  year  by  subsec- 

20  tions  (a)  and  (b)  of  section  301A.". 

21  (d)  Section  904  of  such  Act  (31  U.S.C.  1301)  is  amend- 

22  edby— 

23  (1)  striking  out  "titles  I,  HI,  and  IV"  in  subsec- 

24  tion  (a)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "title  I,  title  ni 

25  (except  section  312(a)),  and  title  IV";  and 
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1  (2)  striking  out  "or  IV"  in  subsection  (b)  and  in- 

2  sorting  in  lieu  thereof  "(except  section  301A)  or  title 

3  IV". 

4  (e)  Title  in  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by  inserting 

5  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  section: 

6  "notifigation  bt  thb  pbbsident  of  excbss  spbnding 

7  "Sec.  312.  (a)  Notification.— The  President  shall 

8  transmit  a  notice  to  the  Conmiittees  on  the  Budget  of  the 

9  Senate  and  the  House  of  Representatives  at  any  time  he  de- 

10  termines  that  the  amount  of  total  budget  outlays  for  a  fiscal 

11  year  will  exceed  the  amount  of  total  budget  outlays  for  such 

12  fiscal  year  set  forth  in  the  second  required  concurrent  resolu- 

13  tion  adopted  pursuant  to  section  310  for  such  fiscal  year  or  in 

14  any  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget  for  such  fiscal  year 

15  adopted  after  such  second  required  concurrent  resolution  for 

16  such  fiscal  year.  The  notice  shall  include  recommendations 

17  for  legislation,  rescissions,  deferrals,  and  other  actions  that 

18  will  reduce  actual  outlays  to  the  amount  specified  in  such 

19  concurrent  resolution. 

20  "(b)  Hbvisbd  Concubbbnt  Hbsolution  on  thb 

21  BuDOBT  AND  Hbconciliation  Instbuctions. — Within 

22  45  days  after  receipt  of  the  notice  required  by  subsection  (a) 

23  for  any  fiscal  year,  the  Conunittees  on  the  Budget  of  the 

24  Senate  and  the  House  of  Bepresentatives  shall  each  report  to 

25  their  respective  Houses  a  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget 
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1  which  contams  appropriate  revisions  of  the  most  recently 

2  agreed  to  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget  for  such  fiscal 

3  year.  Such  revised  concurrent  resolution  may  contain  specifi- 

4  cations  and  directions  for  one  or  more  committees  to  deter- 

5  mine  and  recommend  changes  in  bills,  laws,  and  resolutions 

6  in  accordance  with  this  title  and  to  report  or  submit  such 

7  determinations  and  recommendations  pursuant  to  the  proce- 

8  dures  established  by  section  310(c)/'. 

9  (0  The  table  of  contents  in  section  1(b)  of  the  Congres- 

10  sional  Budget  and  Impoundment  Control  Act  of  1974  is 

11  amended — 

12  (1)  by  inserting  after  the  item  relating  to  section 

13  301  the  following  new  item: 

"Sec.  301  A.  Limitations  on  total  budget  outlays.";  and 

14  (2)  by  inserting  after  the  item  relating  to  section 

15  311  the  following  new  item: 

"Sec.  312.  Notification  by  the  President  of  excess  spending.". 

16  Sec.  2.  Section  201  of  the  Budget  and  Accounting  Act, 

17  1921  (31  U.S.C.  11)  is  amended— 

18  (1)  by  striking  out  "and"  at  the  end  of  subpara- 

19  graph  (B)  of  paragraph  (12)  of  subsection  (a); 

20  (2)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  para- 

21  graph  (13)  of  subsection  (a)  and  insertmg  in  lieu  there- 

22  of  ";  and"; 
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1  (3)  by  adding  at  the  end  of  subsection  (a)  the  fol- 

2  lowing  new  paragraph: 

3  ''(14)   recommendations   for   insuring   that   total 

4  budget  outlays  for  the   ensuing  fiscal  year  do  not 

5  exceed  the  amount  specified  for  such  fiscal  year  by 

6  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  of  section  301A  of  the  Congres- 

7  sional  Budget  Act  of  1974,  or  a  detailed  statement 

8  specifying  the  reasons  why  total  outlays  for  such  fiscal 

9  year  should  exceed  such  amount  and  recommendations 

10  for  methods  to  reduce  as  soon  as  possible  total  outlays 

11  to  the  amount  specified  for  such  fiscal  year  by  section 

12  301A.";  and 

13  (4)  by  inserting  after  the  third  sentence  in  subsec- 

14  tion  (g)  the  following:  'The  statement  transmitted  on 

15  or  before  July  15  of  any  year  shall  include  a  report  on 

16  the  progress  made  since  the  transmittal  of  the  message 

17  required  by  subsection  (a)  toward  insuring  that  total 

18  budget  outlays  for  the  fiscal  year  in  progress  do  not 

19  exceed  the  amount  specified  for  such  fiscal  year  by  sec- 

20  tion  301A  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974/'. 
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97th  congress 
1st  Session 


S.938 


To  amend  section  304  of  the  Congressional  Budget  and  Impoundment  Control 
•Act  of  1974  to  require  a  two-thirds  vote  for  the  adoption  of  any  concurrent 
resolution  on  the  budget  for  a  fiscal  year  which  revises  the  concurrent 
resolution  on  the  budget  most  recently  agreed  to  for  such  fiscal  year  if  the 
appropriate  level  of  total  budget  authority  or  total  budget  outlays  or  the 
recommended  level  of  Federal  revenues  set  forth  in  the  concurrent  resolution 
on  the  budget  making  such  revisions  exceeds  the  appropriate  level  of  total 
budget  authority  or  total  budget  outUys  or  the  recommended  level  of  Federal 
revenues,  as  the  case  may  be,  set  forth  in  the  first  concurrent  resolution  on 
the  budget  for  such  fiscal  year. 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

Apbil  8  Oegislative  day,  Febbuabt  16),  1981 
Mr.  Roth  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  read  twice  and  referred 
jointly,  pursuant  to  the  order  of  August  4,  1977,  to  the  Committees  on  the 
Budget  and  Gkivemmental  Affairs  with  instructions  that  if  one  conmiittee 
reports,  the  other  committee  has  thirty  days  of  continuous  session  to  report 
or  be  discharged 


A  BILL 

To  amend  section  304  of  the  Congressional  Budget  and  Im- 
poundment Control  Act  of  1974  to  require  a  two-thirds  vote 
for  the  adoption  of  any  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget 
for  a  fiscal  year  which  revises  the  concurrent  resolution  on 
the  budget  most  recently  agreed  to  for  such  fiscal  year  if 
the  appropriate  level  of  total  budget  authority  or  total 
budget  outlays  or  the  reconunended  level  of  Federal  rev- 
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enues  set  forth  in  the  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget 
making  such  revisions  exceeds  the  appropriate  level  of  total 
budget  authority  or  total  budget  outlays  or  the  recommend- 
ed level  of  Federal  reyenueisV  as  the  case  may  be,  set  forth 
in  the  first  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget  for  such 
fiscal  year. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representor 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled^ 

3  That  section  304  of  the  Congressional  Budget  and  Impound- 

4  ment  Control  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  "(a)  Bbvisions 

5  PBBBnTTBD. — "  before  "At"  and  by  adding  at  the  end 

6  thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

7  "(b)  Two-Thibds  Vote  Requibed. — Beginning  with 

8  the  fiscal  year  ending  on  September  30,  1982,  if  any  concur- 

9  rent  resolution  on  the  budget  for  a  fiscal  year  which  revises 

10  the  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget  most  recently  agreed 

11  to  for  such  fiscal  year,  or  the  conference  report  on  any  such 

12  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget,  sets  forth  for  such  fiscal 

13  year  an  appropriate  level  of  total  budget  authority  or  total 

14  budget  outlays  or  a  recommended  level  of  Federal  revenues 

15  which  is  greater  than  the  appropriate  level  of  total  budget 

16  authority  or  total  budget  outlays  or  the  recommended  level  of 

17  Federal  revenues,  as  the  case  may  be,  set  forth  in  the  con- 

18  current  resolution  on  the  budget  for  such  fiscal  year  adopted 

19  under  section  301,  the  question  of  agreeing  to  the  concurrent 

20  resolution  on  the  budget  making  such  revisions  or  any  confer- 
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1  ence  report  thereon,  in  either  the  House  of  Representatives 

2  or  the  Senate,  shall  be  determined  by  the  affirmative  vote  of 

3  two-thirds  of  the  Members  present  and  voting  (a  quorum 

4  being  present),  by  rollcall  vote.". 
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97Tii  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


S.  2629 


To  provide  for  a  two-year  budget  process,  and  for  other  purposes. 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

June  15  Oegislative  day,  June  8),  1982 
Mr.  Roth  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  read  twice  and  referred  jointly 
pursuant  to  the  order  of  August  4,  1977,  to  the  Committees  on  the  Budget 
and  Governmental  Affairs  with  instructions  that  if  one  committee  reports,  the 
other  committee  has  thirty  days  of  continuous  session  to  report  or  be  dis- 
charged 


A  BILL 


To  provide  for  a  two-year  budget  process,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tiDes  of  the  United  Stages  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Budget  Reform  Act  of 

4  1982". 

5  STATEMENT  OP  PUBPOSB 

6  Sec.  2.  It  is  the  purpose  of  this  Act — 

7  (1)  to  establish  a  process  through  which  the  Fed- 

8  eral  budget  will  be  adopted  for  a  two-year  period; 
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1  (2)  to  improve  congressional  control  over  the  Fed- 

2  eral  budget  process; 

3  (3)  to  streamline  the  requirements  of  the  budget 

4  process  in  order  to  promote  better  accountability  to  the 

5  public; 

6  (4)  to  improve  the  legislative  and  budgetary  proc- 

7  esses  by  providing  additional  time  for  congressional 

8  oversight  and  other  vital  legislative  activities; 

9  (5)  to  provide  stability  and  coherence  for  recipi- 

10  ents  of  Federal  funds;  and 

11  (6)  to  implement  other  improvements  in  the  Fed- 

12  eral  budget  process. 

13  TWO-YBAB  GONOBESSIONAL  BUDGET  PBOCBSS 

14  Sec.  3.  (a)  Section  2(2)  of  the  Congressional  Budget 

15  and  Impoundment  Control  Act  of  1974  is  amended  by  strik- 

16  ing  out  "each  year"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "every  two 

17  years". 

18  (b)(1)  Section  3(1)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

19  (A)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  and  inserting  in 

20  lieu  thereof  "two-year  fiscal  period";  and 

21  (B)  by  striking  out  "such  year"  and  inserting  in 

22  lieu  thereof  "such  period". 

23  (2)  Section  3(4)  of  such  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 

24  follows: 
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1  "(4)    The    term    'concurrent    resolution    on    the 

2  budget'  means — 

3  "(A)  a  concurrent  resolution  setting  forth  the 

4  congressional  budget  for  the  United  States  6ov- 

5  emment  for  a  two-year  fiscal  period  as  provided 

6  in  section  301;  or 

7  ''(B)  a  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget 

8  revising  the  congressional  budget  for  the  United 

9  States  Government  pursuant  to  section  304.". 

10  (3)  Section  3  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by  adding 

11  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  paragraphs: 

12  "(6)  The  term  'two-year  fiscal  period'  means  the 

13  period  of  two  years  beginning  on  January  1  of  each 

14  even-numbered  year. 

15  "(7)  The  term  'omnibus  appropriation  bill'  means 

16  the  bill  providing  new  budget  authority  for  a  two-year 

17  fiscal  period  for  all  departments,  agencies,  and  authori- 

18  ties  of  the  Government. 

19  "(8)  The  term  'supplemental  appropriation  bill' 

20  means  a  bill  providing  new  budget  authority  for  a  two- 

21  year  fiscal  period  for  one  or  more  departments,  agen- 

22  cies,  or  authorities  of  the  Government,  which  is  consid- 

23  ered  in  accordance  with  section  307(c).". 

24  (c)(1)  Section  202(a)(1)  of  the  Congressional  Budget 

25  Act  of  1974  is  amended — 

S  2S2t  IS 


Digitized  by 


Google 


527 


4 

1  (A)  by  inserting  "omnibus"  before  "appropriation 

2  bills"; 

3  (B)  by  striking  out  "and  other"  and  inserting  in 

4  lieu  thereof  "supplemental  appropriation  bills,";  and 

5  (C)  by  striking  out  "or  providing  budget  authority 

6  or"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "budget  authority,  and 

7  bills  authorizing  or  providing". 

8  (2)  Section  202(0  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

9  (A)  by  striking  out  "April   1   of  each  year"  in 

10  para,graph  (1)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "April  15 

11  and  July  15  of  each  odd-numbered  year"; 

12  (B)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year  conmiencing  on 

13  October  1  of  that  year"  in  paragraph  (1)  and  inserting 

14  in  lieu  thereof  "two-year  fiscal  period  beginning  on 

15  January  1  of  the  succeeding  year"; 

16  (C)  by  striking  out  "such  fiscal  year"  each  place 

17  it  appears  in  paragraph  (1)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

18  "such  two-year  fiscal  period"; 

19  (D)  by  redesignating  paragraph  (2)  as  paragraph 

20  (3),  and  (in  such  paragraph)  by  striking  out  "paragraph 

21  (1)"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "paragraphs  (1)  and 

22  (2)";  and 

23  (E)  by  inserting  after  paragraph  (1)  the  following 

24  new  paragraph: 
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1  "(2)  On  January  15  and  July  15  of  each  even- 

2  numbered  year,  the  Director  shall  submit  to  the  Com- 

3  mittees  on  the  Budget  of  the  House  of  Representatives 

4  and  the  Senate  such  revisions  of  the  report  required  by 

5  paragraph  (1)  as  may  be  necessary  with  respect  to  the 

6  two-year  fiscal  period  in  progress.". 

7  (d)  Section  300  of  such  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 

8  follows: 

9  "timetable 

10  *'Sec.  300.  The  timetable  with  respect  to  the  congres- 

11  sional  budget  process  for  any  Congress  '(begmning  with  the 

12  Ninety-eighth  Congress)  is  as  follows: 

"First  Session 

"On  or  before:  Action  to  be  comi^eted: 

January  2 Committees  submit  oversight  reports  to  their  respec- 
tive Houses. 

15th  day  after  Congress  President  submits  his  budget  for  the  two-year  fiscal 

meets.  period  beginning  in  the  succeeding  calendar  year, 

including  current  services  budget. 

March  31 Committees  and  joint  committees  submit  views  and 

estimates  to  Budget  Committees  with  respect  to 
two-year  fiscal  period. 

April  15 Congressional  Budget  Office  submits  report  to  the 

Budget  Committees  with  respect  to  the  two-jrear 
fiscal  period  beginning  on  January  1  of  the  succeed- 
ing year. 

April  30 Budget  Committees  report  concurrent  resolution  on 

the  budget  for  the  two-year  fiscal  period  to  their 
respective  Houses. 

May  15 Committees  report  bills  and  resolutions  authorizing 

new  budget  authority. 

May  31 Congress  completes  action  on  concurrent  resolution  on 

the  budget  for  the  two-year  fiscal  period. 

June  15 House  Appropriations  Committee  reports  the  onmibus 

appropriation  bill  for  the  two-year  fiscal  period. 

July  15 President  and  Congressional  Budget  Office  report  to 

the  Budget  Committees. 

July  31 House  completes  action  on  the  omnibus  appropriation 

bill  for  the  two-year  fiscal  period. 

S  2/629  IS    '      • 


Digitized  by 


Google 


529 

6 

"PirBt  Session — Continued 

"On  or  before:  Action  to  be  completed: 

7th  day  after  Labor  Day Senate  Appropriations  Committee  reports  the  onmibus 

appropriation  bill  for  the   two-year  fiscal  period. 

September  30 Senate  completes  action  on  the  omnibus  appropriation 

bill  for  two-year  fiscal  period. 

September  30 Congress  completes  action  on  bills  and  resolutions 

providing  new  spending  authority  for  two-year  fiscal 
period. 

October  15 Congress  completes  action  on  the  onmibus  appropri- 
ation bill  for  two-year  fiscal  period. 

Second  Session 

January  1 Two-year  fiscal  period  begins. 

January  15 President  and  Congressional  Budget  Office  report  to 

Budget  Committees. 

July  15 President  and  Congressional  Budget  Office  report  to 

Budget  Conunittees. 

During  session Committees  conduct  oversight  on  programs  and  activi- 
ties within  their  jurisdiction.". 


1  (e)(1)(A)  The  section  heading  for  section  301  of  such 

2  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "first". 

3  (B)  The  item  relating  to  section  301  in  the  table  of  con- 

4  tents  in  section  1(b)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  and  Im- 

5  poundment  Control  Act  of  1974  is  amended  by  striking  out 

6  "first". 

7  (2)  Section  301(a)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 

8  1974  is  amended — 

9  (A)  by  striking  out  "May  15"  in  the  subsection 

10  heading  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "May  31  of  each 

1 1  odd-numbered  year' ' ; 

12  (B)  by  striking  out  "May  15  of  each  year"  in  the 

13  first  sentence  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "May  31  of 

14  each  odd-numbered  year"; 
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1  (C)  by  striking  out  "first"  before  "concurrent  res- 

2  olution  on  the  budget"  in  the  first  sentence; 

3  (D)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year  beginning  on  Oc- 

4  tober   1   of  such  year"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

5  "two-year  fiscal  period  beginning  on  January  1  of  the 

6  succeeding  year";  and 

7  (E)  by  striking  out  "an  appropriate"  in  paragraph 

8  (2)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "a  recommended". 

9  (3)  Section  301(b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 

10  follows: 

11  "(b)  Additional  Matters  in  Concuebent  Resolu- 

12  TiON. — The  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget  referred  to 

13  in  subsection  (a)  may  also  require  any  other  procedure  which 

14  is  considered  appropriate  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this 

15  Act.". 

16  (4)  Section  301(c)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

17  (A)  by  striking  out  "March  15  of  each  year"  and 

18  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "March  31  of  each  odd-num- 

19  bered  year";  and 

20  (B)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year  begiiming  on  Octo- 

21  ber  1  of  such  year"  in  paragraph  (2)  and  inserting  in 

22  lieu  thereof  "two-year  fiscal  period  beginning  on  Janu- 

23  ary  1  of  the  succeeding  year". 

24  (5)  Section  301(d)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 
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1  (A)  by  striking  out  "first"  each  place  it  appears 

2  before  "concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget"  in  the 

3  first  and  third  sentences; 

4  (B)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  in  the  first  sen- 

5  tence  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "two-year  fiscal 

6  period"; 

7  (C)  by  striking  out  "April  15  of  each  year"  in  the 

8  third  sentence  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "April  30  of 

9  each  odd-numbered  year"; 

10  (D)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year  beginning  on  Oc- 

11  tober  1  of  such  year"  in  the  third  sentence  and  insert- 

12  ing  in  lieu  thereof  "two-year  fiscal  period  beginning  on 

13  January  1  of  the  succeeding  year"; 

14  (E)  by  striking  out  "five  fiscal"  in  paragraph  (6) 

15  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "six"; 

16  (F)  by  striking  out  "such  fiscal  year"  in  such 

17  paragraph  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "the  first  year 

18  in  such  two-year  fiscal  period,";  and 

19  (G)  by   striking  out   "each  fiscal  year  in   such 

20  period"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "each  two-year 

21  fiscal  period  in  such  six-year  period". 

22  (6)  Section  301(e)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

23  (A)  by  striking  out  "set  for"  in  paragraph  (1)  and 

24  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "set  forth"; 
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1  (B)  by  striking  out  **first"  before  "concurrent  res- 

2  olution  on  the  budget"  in  paragraph  (2); 

3  (C)  by  inserting  "referred  to  in  subsection  (a)" 

4  after  "concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget"  in  such 

5  paragraph;  and 

6  (D)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  in  such  para- 

7  graph  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "two-year  fiscal 

8  period". 

9  (f)  Section  302(c)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out 

10  "or  310". 

11  (g)(1)  The  section  heading  for  section  303  of  such  Act  is 

12  amended  by  striking  out  "fibst". 

13  (2)  The  item  relatmg  to  section  303  in  the  table  of  con- 

14  tents  in  section  1(b)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  and  Im- 

15  poundment  Control  Act  of  1974  is  amended  by  striking  out 

16  "First  concurrent"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Concur- 

17  rent". 

18  (3)  Section  303(a)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 

19  1974  is  amended — 

20  (A)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  each  place  it  ap- 

21  pears  and  msertmg  in  lieu  thereof  "two-year  fiscal 

22  period"; 

23  (B)  by  striking  out  "first"  before  "concurrent  res- 

24  olution  on  the  budget"  in  the  matter  following  para- 

25  graph  (4); 
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1  (C)  by  inserting  "referred  to  in  section  301"  after 

2  "concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget"  in  the  matter 

3  following  paragraph  (4); 

4  (D)  by  striking  out  "year"  in  the  matter  following 

5  paragraph  (4)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "period"; 

6  and 

7  (E)  by  striking  out  "pursuant  to  section  301"  in 

8  the  matter  following  paragraph  (4). 

9  (4)  Section  303(b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 

10  out  "fiscal  year"  each  place  it  appears  in  paragraphs  (1)  and 

1 1  (2)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "two-year  fiscal  period". 

12  (h)  Section  304  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

13  (1)  by  striking  out  "first"  before  "concurrent  reso- 

14  lution  on  the  budget"; 

15  (2)  by  inserting  "referred  to  in  section  301"  after 

16  "concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget"; 

17  (3)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  each  place  it  ap- 

18  pears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "two-year  fiscal 

19  period"; 

20  (4)  by  striking  out  "pursuant  to  section  301"  after 

21  "has  been  agreed  to";  and 

22  (5)  by  striking  out  "most  recently  agreed  to"  and 

23  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "if  the  concurrent  resolution  on 

24  the  budget  making  such  revisions,  and  any  conference 

25  report  thereon,  is  agreed  to  by  a  rollcall  vote  of  two- 
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1  thirds  of  the  Members  of  the  Senate  and  the  House  of 

2  Representatives  duly  chosen  and  sworn". 

3  (i)(l)  Section  305(a)(3)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

4  (A)  by  striking  out  "first"  before  "concurrent  res- 

5  olution  on  the  budget"; 

6  (B)  by  inserting  "referred  to  in  section  301(a)" 

7  after  "concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget";  and 

8  (C)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  and  inserting  in 

9  lieu  thereof  "two-year  fiscal  period". 

10  (2)  Section  305(b)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

11  (A)  by  striking  out  ",  except  that,  with  respect  to 

12  the  second  required  concurrent  resolution  referred  to  in 

13  section  310(a),  all  such  debate  shall  be  limited  to  not 

14  more  than  15  hours"  in  paragraph  (1); 

15  (B)  by  striking  out  "first"  before  "concurrent  res- 

16  olution  on  the  budget"  in  paragraph  (3); 

17  (C)  by  inserting  "referred  to  in  section  301(a)" 

18  after  "concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget"  in  such 

19  paragraph;  and 

20  (D)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  in  such  para- 

21  graph  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "two-year  fiscal 

22  period". 

23  (j)(l)  Section  307  of  such  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 

24  follows: 
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1  "omnibus  appeopeiation  bill  eequibbd 

2  "Sec.  307.  (a)  Point  of  Oedee. — Except  as  provided 

3  in  subsection  (c),  it  shall  not  be  in  order  in  the  House  of 

4  Representatives  or  the  Senate  to  consider  any  bill  or  resolu- 

5  tion  providing  new  budget  authority  for  a  two-year  iSscal 

6  period  other  than  an  omnibus  appropriation  bill. 

7  "(b)  Deadlines. — (1)  The  Committee  on  Appropri- 

8  ations  of  the  House  of  Representatives  shall  report  to  the 

9  House  of  Representatives  an  omnibus  appropriation  bill  for  a 

10  two-year  fiscal  period  by  Jime  15  of  the  year  preceding  the 

11  year  in  which  such  period  begins. 

12  "(2)  The  House  of  Representatives  shall  pass  an  omni- 

13  bus  appropriation  bill  for  a  two-year  fiscal  period  by  July  31 

14  of  the  year  preceding  the  year  in  which  such  period  begms. 

15  "(3)  The  Conmuttee  on  Appropriations  of  the  Senate 

16  shall  report  to  the  Senate  an  omnibus  appropriation  bill  for  a 

17  two-year  fiscal  period  by  the  seventh  day  after  Labor  Day  of 

18  the  year  preceding  the  year  in  which  such  period  begins. 

19  "(4)  The  Senate  shall  pass  an  omnibus  appropriation  bill 

20  for  a  two-year  fiscal  period  by  September  30  of  the  year 

21  preceding  the  year  in  which  such  period  begins. 

22  "(5)  Congress  shall  complete  action  on  an  omnibus  ap- 

23  propriation  bill  for  a  two-year  fiscal  period  by  October  15  of 

24  the  year  preceding  the  year  in  which  such  period  begins. 
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1  **(c)  SUPPLBBIENTAL  APPBOPEIATION  BiLL  PbEMIT- 

2  TED. — It  shall  be  in  order  in  the  House  of  Representatives  or 

3  the  Senate  to  consider  a  supplemental  appropriation  bill  for  a 

4  two-year  fiscal  period  at  any  time  after  the  Congress  adopts 

5  a  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget  pursuant  to  section  304 

6  which  revises  the  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget  agreed 

7  to  pursuant  to  section  301  for  such  two-year  fiscal  period,  or 

8  the  most  recently  agreed  to  concurrent  resolution  on  the 

9  budget  for  such  two-year  fiscal  period,  as  the  case  may  be. 

10  **(d)  Amendments. — It  shall  not  be  in  order  m  the 

11  House  of  Representatives  or  the  Senate  to  consider  any 

12  amendment  providing  new  budget  authority  for  a  two-year 

13  fiscal  period  unless  such  amendment  is  an  amendment  to  an 

14  onmibus  appropriation  bill  or  a  supplemental  appropriation 

15  bill.". 

16  (2)  The  item  relating  to  section  307  in  the  table  of  con- 

17  tents  in  section  1(b)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  and  Im- 

18  poundment  Control  Act  of  1974  is  amended  to  read  as  fol- 

19  lows: 

"Sec.  307.  Omnibus  appropriation  bill  required.". 

20  (k)(l)  Section  308(a)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 

21  1974  is  amended— 

22  (A)  by  inserting  "to  its  House  an  onmibus  appro- 

23  priation   bill,   a   supplemental   appropriation  bill,   or" 

24  after  "either  House  reports"  in  the  matter  preceding 

25  paragraph  (1); 
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1  (B)  by  striking  out  "to  its  House"  after  "a  bill  or 

2  resolution"  in  the  matter  preceding  paragraph  (1); 

3  (C)  by  striking  out  "new  budget  authority  (other 

4  than  continuing  appropriations)  or"  before  "new  or  in- 

5  creased   tax   expenditures"   in   the   matter   preceding 

6  paragraph  (1); 

7  (D)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  in  the  matter 

8  preceding  paragraph  (1)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

9  "two-year  fiscal  period"; 

10  (E)  by  striking  out  "a  bill  or  resolution  providing 

11  new  budget  authority"  in  paragraph  (1)  and  inserting 

12  in  lieu  thereof  "an  omnibus  appropriation  bill  or  a  sup- 

13  plemental  appropriation  bill"; 

14  (F)  by  striking  out  "or  resolution"  in  paragraph 

15  (1)(A); 

16  (G)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  in  paragraph 

17  (1)(A)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "two-year  fiscal 

18  period"; 

19  (H)  by  inserting  a  conmia  after  "a  projection"  in 

20  paragraph  (1)(B); 

21  '(I)  by  striking  out  "5  fiscal"  in  paragraph  (1)(B) 

22  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "6"; 

23  (J)  by  striking  out  "such  fiscal  year"  in  paragraph 

24  (1)(B)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "the  first  year  in 

25  such  two-year  fiscal  period,"; 
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1  (E)  by  striking  out  ''or  resolution"  in  paragraph 

2  (1)(B); 

3  (L)   by   striking   out   "each  fiscal  year   in    such 

4  period"  in  paragraph  (1)(B)  and  inserting  in  lieu  there- 

5  of  "each  two-year  fiscal  period  in  such  6-year  period"; 

6  (M)  by  striking  out  "or  resolution"  in  paragraph 

7  (1)(C); 

8  (N)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  in  paragraph 

9  (2)(A)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "two-year  fiscal 

10  period"; 

11  (0)   by   striking  out   "such  year"   in  paragraph 

12  (2)(A)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "such  period"; 

13  (P)  by  insertmg  a  comma  after  "a  projection"  m 

14  paragraph  (2)(B); 

15  (Q)  by  striking  out  "5  fiscal"  in  paragraph  (2)(B) 

16  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "6"; 

17  (E)  by  striking  out  "such  fiscal  year"  in  para- 

18  graph  (2)(B)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "the  first 

19  year  in  such  two-year  fiscal  period,"; 

20  (S)  by   striking  out  "each  fiscal  year  in  such 

21  period"  in  paragraph  (2)(B)  and  inserting  in  lieu  there- 

22  of  "each  two-year  fiscal  period  in  such  6-year  period"; 

23  and 
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1  (T)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  each  place  it  ap- 

2  pears  in  the  last  sentence  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

3  "two-year  fiscal  period". 

4  (2)  Section  308(b)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

5  (A)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  each  place  it  ap- 

6  pears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "two-year  fiscal 

7  period";  and 

8  (B)  by  striking  out  "such  year"  each  place  it  ap- 

9  pears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "such  period". 

10  (3)  Section  308(c)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

11  (A)  by  striking  out  "Fivb-Yeab"  in  the  subsec- 

12  tion  heading  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Six- Year"; 

13  (B)  by   striking   out   "each   fiscal  year"   in   the 

14  matter  preceding  paragraph  (1)  and  inserting  in  lieu 

15  thereof  "each  two-year  fiscal  period"; 

16  (C)  by  striking  out  "5  fiscal  years  beginning  with 

17  such  fiscal  year"  in  the  matter  preceding  paragraph  (1) 

18  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "6  years  beginning  with 

19  the  first  year  in  such  two-year  fiscal  period"; 

20  (D)  by  striking  out  "each  fiscal  year"  each  place 

21  it  appears  in  paragraphs  (1),  (2),  and  (3)  and  inserting 

22  in  lieu  thereof  "each  two-year  fiscal  period";  and 

23  (E)  by  striking  out  "such  period"  each  place  it 

24  appears  in  paragraphs  (1),  (2),  and  (3)  and  inserting  in 

25  lieu  thereof  "such  6-year  period". 
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1  (1)(1)  Section  309  of  such  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 

2  follows: 

3  "completion  of  action  on  bills  providing  certain 

4  NEW  spending  authority 

5  **Sec.  309.  Except  as  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to 

6  this  title,  not  later  than  September  30  of  each  odd-numbered 

7  year,  the  Congress  shall  complete  action  on  all  bills  and  reso- 

8  lutions  providing  new  spending  authority  described  in  section 

9  401(c)(2)(C)  which  is  to  become  effective  during  the  two-year 

10  flscal   period  beginning  on  January   1   of  the  succeeding 

11  year.". 

12  (2)  The  item  relating  to  section  309  in  the  table  of  con- 

13  tents  in  section  1(b)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  and  Im- 

14  poundment  Control  Act  of  1974  is  amended  to  read  as  fol-' 

15  lows: 

"Sec.  309.  Completion  of  action  on  bills  providing  certain  new  spending  authority.". 

16  (m)(l)(A)  The  section  heading  of  section  310  of  the 

17  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974  is  amended  by  striking  out 

18  "second  ebquieed  concubbent  resolution  and". 

19  (B)  The  item  relating  to  section  310  in  the  table  of  con- 

20  tents  in  section  1(b)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  and  Im- 

21  poundment  Control  Act  of  1974  is  amended  by  striking  out 

22  ''Second  required  concurrent  resolution  and  reconciliation" 

23  and  inserting  m  heu  thereof  "Reconciliation". 

24  (2)  Section  310(a)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 

25  1974  is  amended — 
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1  (A)  by  striking  out  the  matter  preceding  para- 

2  graph  (1)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

3  **Sbc.  310.  (a)  Rbpoeting  op  Concubeent  Resolu- 

4  TiON. — At  any  time  after  the  concurrent  resolution  on  the 

5  budget  referred  to  in  section  301  for  a  two-year  fiscal  period 

6  has  been  agreed  to,  and  before  the  end  of  such  two-year  fiscal 

7  period,  the  Congress  may  adopt  a  concurrent  resolution  for 

8  such  two-year  fiscal  period  which  shall,  to  the  extent  neces- 

9  sary— "; 

10  (B)  by  striking  out  "such  fiscal  year'*  each  place 

11  it  appears  in  paragraph  (1)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

12  "such  two-year  fiscal  period'*;  and 

13  (C)  by  inserting  "or  prior  two-year  fiscal  periods, 

14  as  the  case  may  be"  before  the  semicolon  in  paragraph 

15  (1)(B). 

16  (3)  Section  310  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out 

17  subsection  (b)  and  by  redesignating  subsections  (c)  through  (f) 

18  as  subsections  (b)  through  (e),  respectively. 

19  (4)  Section  310(c)  of  such  Act  (as  redesignated  by  para- 

20  graph  (3)  of  this  subsection)  is  amended — 

21  (A)  by  striking  out  "subsection  (c)"  and  inserting 

22  in  lieu  thereof  "subsection  (b)";  and 

23  (B)  by  striking  out  "September  25  of  each  year" 

24  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "60  days  after  the  date  on 
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1  which  the  concurrent  resolution  referred  to  in  subsec- 

2  tion  (a)  is  agreed  to". 

3  (5)  Section  310(d)  of  such  Act  (as  redesignated  by  para- 

4  graph  (3)  of  this  subsection)  is  amended — 

5  (A)  by  inserting  "concurrent  resolutions  referred 

6  to  in  subsection  (a)/'  after  "consideration  in  the  Senate 

7  of  in  paragraph  (1); 

8  (B)  by  inserting  a  comma  after  "reconciliation 

9  bills"  in  such  paragraph;  and 

10  (C)  by  striking  out  "subsection  (c)"  each  place  it 

11  appears  in  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2)  and  inserting  in  lieu 

12  thereof  "subsection  (b)". 

13  (6)  Section  310(e)  of  such  Act  (as  redesignated  by  para- 

14  graph  (3)  of  this  subsection)  is  amended — 

15  (A)  by  striking  out  "the  concurrent  resolution  on 

16  the  budget  required  to  be  reported  under  subsection  (a) 

17  for  the  fiscal  year  beginning  on  October  1  of  such  year, 

18  and,  if  a"  and  inserting  m  lieu  thereof  "any"; 

19  (B)  by  striking  out  "is"  before  "required  to  be  re- 

20  ported";  and 

21  (C)  by  striking  out  "subsection  (c)  for  such  J5scal 

22  year,  unless  the  Congress  has  completed  action  on  that 

23  bill  or  resolution,  or  both"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

24  "subsection  (b)  for  a  two-year  fiscal  period". 

25  (n)(l)  Section  311(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 
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1  (A)  by  striking  out  "section  310(a)  for  a  fiscal 

2  year"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "section  301(a)  for 

3  a  two-year  fiscal  period"; 

4  (B)  by  striking  out  "section  310(c)"  and  inserting 

5  in  lieu  thereof  "section  310(b)"; 

6  (C)    by    striking    out    "any    bill,    resolution,    or 

7  amendment  providing  additional  new  budget  authority 

8  for  such  fiscal  year,"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "any 

9  onmibus  appropriation  bill  or  supplemental  appropri- 

10  ation  bill  for  a  two-year  fiscal  period  or  any  amend- 

11  ment  thereto,  any  bill  or  resolution"; 

12  (D)  by  insertmg  "any  bill  or  resolution"  before 

13  "reducing  revenues";  and 

14  (E)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  each  place  it  ap- 

15  pears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "two-year  fiscal 

16  period". 

17  (2)  Section  311  of  such  Act  is  further  amended — 

18  (A)  by  redesignating  subsection  (b)  as  subsection 

19  (c)  and  in  such  subsection — 

20  (i)  by  striking  out  "subsection  (a)"  and  in- 

21  sorting  in  lieu  thereof  "subsections  (a)  and  (b)"; 

22  ' and 

23  (ii)^by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  each  place  it 

24  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "two-year 

25  fiscal  period";  and 
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1  (B)  by  inserting  after  subsection  (a)  the  following 

2  new  subsection: 

3  "(b)  Enrollment  Prohibited. — No  omnibus  appropriation 

4  bill  for  a  two-year  fiscal  period,  supplemental  appropriation 

5  bill  for  such  a  period,  or  bill  or  resolution  providing  new 

6  spending  authority  described  in  section  401(c)(2)(C)  for  such 

7  a  period  shall  be  enrolled  if  the  amoimt  of  new  budget  au- 

8  thority   or   new   spending   authority   described   in   section 

9  401(c)(2)(C)  provided  in  that  bill  or  resolution  would  cause 

10  the  appropriate  level  of  total  new  budget  authority  or  total 

11  budget  outlays  set  forth  in  the  most  recently  agreed  to  con- 

12  current  resolution  on  the  budget  for  such  two-year  fiscal 

1 3  period  to  be  exceeded. ' ' . 

14  (o)(l)  Section  401(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 

15  out  ''J5scal  year"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "two-year  fiscal 

16  period". 

17  (2)  Section  401  (b)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

18  (A)  by  strikmg  out  "fiscal  year"  each  place  it  ap- 

19  pears  in  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2)  and  inserting  in  lieu 

20  thereof  "two-year  fiscal  period";  and 

21  (B)  by  striking  out  "during  the  calendar  year  in" 

22  in  paragraph  (1)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "after  the 

23  date  on". 

24  (p)  Section  402(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 
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1  (1)  by  striking  out  "preceding  the  beginning  of 

2  such  fiscal  year"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "of  the 

3  odd-numbered  year  preceding  the  year  in  which  such 

4  two-year  fiscal  period  begms";  and 

5  (2)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  and  inserting  in 

6  lieu  thereof  "two-year  fiscal  period". 

7  (q)  Section  403(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

8  (1)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year  in  which  it  is  to 

9  become  effective  and  in  each  of  the  4  fiscal  years  fol- 

10  lowing  such  fiscal  year"  in  paragraph  (1)  and  inserting 

11  in  lieu  thereof  "two-year  fiscal  period  in  which  it  is  to 

12  become,  effective  and  in  the  two  succeeding  two-year 

13  fiscal  periods"; 

14  (2)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  the  first  place  it 

15  appears  in  paragraph  (2)  and  inserting  in  Ueu  thereof 

16  "two-year  fiscal  period";  and 

17  (3)  by  striking  out  "four  fiscal  years  following 

18  such  fiscal  year"  in  such  paragraph  and  inserting  in 

19  lieu  thereof  "two  succeeding  two-year  fiscal  periods". 

20  (r)(l)  Section  605(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

21  (A)  by  striking  out  "On  or  before  November  10  of 

22  each  year  (beginning  with  1975),"  in  the  first  sentence 

23  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "At  the  time  the  President 

24  submits  the  Budget  for  a  two-year  fiscal  period  under 

25  section   201(a)   of  the   Budget  and  Accounting  Act, 
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1  1921  (beginning  with  the  Budget  submitted  for  the 

2  two-year    fiscal    period    beginning    on    January    1, 

3  1984),"; 

4  (B)  by  inserting  "a  statement  of  before  "the  esti- 

5  mated  outlays"  in  the  first  sentence; 

6  (C)  by  striking  out  "the  Budget  to  be  submitted 

7  pursuant  to  section  201  of  the  Budget  and  Accounting 

8  Act,  1921,  for  the  ensuing  fiscal  year"  in  the  first  sen- 

9  tence  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "such  Budget  for 

10  such  two-year  fiscal  period"; 

11  CD)  by  striking  out  "ensuing  fiscal  year"  in  the 

12  first  sentence  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "two-year 

13  fiscal  period"; 

14  (E)  by  inserting  "or  the  two-year  fiscal  period  in 

15  progress,  as  the  case  may  be,"  before  "and  without 

16  policy  changes"  in  the  first  sentence; 

17  (F)  by  inserting  "statement  of  before  "estimated 

18  outlays  and  proposed  budget  authority"  in  the  second 

19  sentence; 

20  (G)  by  striking  out  "these  estimates"  in  the  third 

21  sentence  and  mserting  in  lieu  thereof  "such  state- 

22  ment";  and 

23  (H)  by  inserting  "included  in  such  statement" 

24  after  "estimated  outlays  and  proposed  budget  author- 

25  ity"  in  the  third  sentence. 
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1  (2)  Section  605(b)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

2  (A)  by  inserting  "statement  of  before  "estimated 

3  outlays  and  proposed  budget  authority'';  and 

4  (B)  by  striking  out  "December  31  of  each  year" 

5  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "March  31  of  each  odd- 

6  numbered  year". 

7  (s)(l)  Section  607  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

8  (A)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year  (beginning  with 

9  the  fiscal  year  conunencing  October  1,  1976)"  and  in- 

10  serting  in  lieu  thereof  "two-year  fiscal  period  (begin- 

11  ning  with  the  two-year  fiscal  period  conunencing  Janu- 

12  ary  1,  1984)"; 

13  (B)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  each  place  it  ap- 

14  pears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "two-year  fiscal 

15  period"; 

16  (C)  by  striking  out  "May  15  of  the  year"  and  in- 

17  serting  in  Heu  thereof  "May  15  of  the  even-numbered 

18  year";  and 

19  (D)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  years"  and  inserting  in 

20  lieu  thereof  "two-year  fiscal  periods". 

21  (2)  The  section  heading  for  section  607  of  such  Act  is 

22  amended  by  striking  out  "yeab-ahead"  and  inserting  in 

23  lieu  thereof  "advance". 

24  (3)  The  table  of  contents  in  section  1(b)  of  the  Congres- 

25  sional  Budget  and  Impoundment  Control  Act  of  1974  is 
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1  amended  by  striking  out  "Year-ahead"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

2  thereof  "Advance". 

3  (t)  Section  904(b)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 

4  1974  is  amended  by  striking  out  "title  lH  or  IV"  and  insert- 

5  ing  in  lieu  thereof  "title  LQ  (except  section  304  or  section 

6  311(b))  or  title  IV". 

7  (u)(l)  Section  1012(a)  of  the  Impoundment  Control  Act 

8  of  1974  is  amended  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  each  place  it 

9  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "two-year  fiscal  period". 

10  (2)  The  last  sentence  of  section  1013(a)  of  such  Act  is 

11  amended  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

12  thereof  "two-year  fiscal  period". 

13  (3)  Section  1014(e)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 

14  out  "fiscal  year"  each  place  it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu 

15  thereof  "two-year  fiscal  period". 

16  (v)  Paragraph  8(b)  of  rule  XXVI  of  the  Standing  Rules 

17  of  the  Senate  is  amended  by  striking  out  "March  31"  and 

18  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "January  2". 

19  (w)(l)  Clause  1(b)(4)  of  rule  X  of  the  Rules  of  the 

20  House  of  Representatives  is  amended  by  striking  out  "fiscal 

21  year"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "two-year  fiscal  period". 

22  (2)  Clause  4(a)(1)(A)  of  rule  X  of  the  Rules  of  the 

23  House  of  Representatives  is  amended  by  inserting  "odd-num- 

24  bered"  after  "each". 
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1  (3)  Clause  4(a)(2)  of  rule  X  of  the  Rules  of  the  House  of 

2  Representatives  is  amended  by  striking  out  ''fiscal  year'* 

3  each  place  it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "two-year 

4  fiscal  period'*. 

5  (4)  Clause  4(b)(2)  of  rule  X  of  the  Rules  of  the  House  of 

6  Representatives  is  amended — 

7  (A)  by  striking  out  "first";  and 

8  (B)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  and  inserting  in 

9  lieu  thereof  "two-year  fiscal  period". 

10  (5)  Clause  4(0  of  rule  X  of  the  Rules  of  the  House  of 

11  Representatives  is  amended  by  striking  out  "annually"  each 

12  place  it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "biennially". 

13  (6)  Clause  4(g)  of  rule  X  of  the  Rules  of  the  House  of 

14  Representatives  is  amended — 

15  (A)  by  striking  out  "March  15  of  each  year"  and 

16  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "March  31  of  each  odd-num- 

17  bered  year";  and 

18  (B)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  each  place  it  ap- 

19  pears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "two-year  fiscal 

20  period". 

21  (7)  Clause  4(h)  of  rule  X  of  the  Rules  of  the  House  of 

22  Representatives  is  amended  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  and 

23  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "two-year  fiscal  period". 

24  (8)  Clause  20)(1)(C)  of  rule  XI  of  the  Rules  of  the 

25  House  of  Representatives  is  repealed. 
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1  (9)  Clause  4(a)  of  rule  XI  of  the  Rules  of  the  House  of 

2  Representatives  is  amended  by  striking  out  "on  general  ap- 

3  propriations  bills  and  on  joint  resolutions  continuing  appropri- 

4  ations  for  a  fiscal  year  if  reported  after  September  15  preced- 

5  ing  the  beginning  of  such  fiscal  year"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

6  thereof  ''on  omnibus  appropriation  bills  and  supplemental  ap- 

7  propriation  bills". 

8  (10)  Clause  1  of  rule  XLIX  of  the  Rules  of  the  House  of 

9  Representatives  is  amended — 

10  (A)  by  striking  out  the  connna  after  "301"  and 

11  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "or";  and 

12  (B)  by  strikmg  out  ",  or  310". 

13  (1 1)  Clause  2  of  rule  XLIX  of  the  Rules  of  the  House  of 

14  Representatives  is  amended  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  and 

15  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "two-year  fiscal  period". 

16  SUBMISSION  OP  PBBSIDENT'S  BUDGET 

17  Sec.  4.  (a)  Section  2  of  the  Budget  and  Accoimting  Act» 

18  1921  (31  U.S.C.  2)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof 

19  the  following  new  item: 

20  "The  term  'two-year  fiscal  period'  shall  have  the  mean- 

21  ing  given  to  such  term  in  paragraph  (6)  of  section  3  of  the 

22  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974.". 

23  (b)(1)  Section  201(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 
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1  (A)  by  striking  out  "each  regular  session"  in  the 

2  matter  preceding  paragraph  (1)  and  inserting  in  lieu 

3  thereof  "the  first  regular  session  of  each  Congress"; 

4  (B)  by  inserting  "for  the  two-year  fiscal  period  be- 

5  ginning  on  January  1  of  the  succeeding  year"  after 

6  "the  Budget"  in  the  matter  preceding  paragraph  (1); 

7  (C)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year  and  projections  for 

8  the  four  fiscal  years  inunediately  following  the  ensuing 

9  fiscal  year"   in  paragraph  (5)   and  inserting  in  lieu 

10  thereof  "two-year  fiscal  period  and  projections  for  the 

11  first  two  two-year  fiscal  periods  inmiediately  following 

12  such  two-year  fiscal  period"; 

13  (D)  by  striking  out  "each  year"  in  paragraph  (5) 

14  and   inserting   in   lieu   thereof   "each   even-numbered 

15  year"; 

16  (E)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year  and  projections  for 

17  the  four  fiscal  years  inmiediately  following  the  ensuing 

18  fiscal  year"   in  paragraph  (6)  and  inserting  in  lieu 

19  thereof  "two-year  fiscal  period  and  projections  for  the 

20  first  two  two-year  fiscal  periods  inmiediately  following 

21  such  two-year  fiscal  period"; 

22  (F)  by  inserting  "or  the  last  completed  two-year 

23  fiscal  period,  as  the  case  may  be"  before  the  semicolon 

24  in  paragraph  (7); 
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1  (G)  by  inserting  "or  the  two-year  fiscal  period  in 

2  progress,  as  the  case  may  be"  before  the  semicolon  in 

3  paragraph  (8); 

4  (H)  by  inserting  "or  the  last  completed  two-year 

5  fiscal  period,  as  the  case  may  be"  after  "last  completed 

6  fiscal  year"  in  clause  (1)  of  paragraph  (9); 

7  (I)  by  inserting  "or  at  the  end  of  the  two-year 

8  fiscal  period  in  progress,  as  the  case  may  be"  after 

9  "the  fiscal  year  in  progress"  in  clause  (2)  of  paragraph 

10  (9); 

11  (J)  by  striking  out  "ensuing  fiscal  year"  in  clause 

12  (3)  of  paragraph  (9)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "ensu- 

13  ing  two-year  fiscal  period"; 

14  (K)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  in  subparagraph 

15  (A)  of  paragraph  (12)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

16  "two-year  fiscal  period"; 

17  (L)  by  striking  out  "four  fiscal  years,  inunediately 

18  following  that  ensuing  fiscal  year"  in  subparagraph  (B) 

19  of  paragraph  (12)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "first 

20  two  two-year  fiscal  periods  following  such  two-year 

21  fiscal  period";  and 

22  (M)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  each  place  it  ap- 

23  pears  in  paragraph  (13)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

24  "two-year  fiscal  period". 

25  (2)  Section  201(b)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 
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1  (A)  by  striking  out  "July  15  of  each  year''  in  the 

2  matter  preceding  paragraph  (1)  and  inserting  in  lieu 

3  thereof  "July  15  of  each  odd-numbered  year'*; 

4  (B)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  in  the  matter 

5  preceding  paragraph  (1)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

6  "two-year  fiscal  period";  and 

7  (C)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  each  place  it  ap- 

8  pears  in  paragraphs  (1)  and  (3)  and  inserting  in  lieu 

9  thereof  "two-year  fiscal  period". 

10  (3)  Section  201(c)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

11  (A)  by  striking  out  "July  15  of  each  year"  in  the 

12  matter  preceding  paragraph  (1)  and  inserting  in  lieu 

13  thereof  "July  15  of  each  odd-numbered  year"; 

14  (B)  by  striking  out  "four  fiscal  years  following  the 

15  ensuing  fiscal  year"  in  paragraph  (1)  and  inserting  in 

16  lieu  thereof  "two  two-year  fiscal  periods  following  the 

17  ensuing  two-year  fiscal  period";  and 

18  (C)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  years  following  such  en- 

19  suing  fiscal  year"  in  paragraph  (2)  and  inserting  in  lieu 

20  thereof  "two-year  fiscal  periods  following  such  ensuing 

21  two-year  fiscal  period". 

22  (4)  Section  201(d)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 

23  out  "fiscal  year"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "two-year  fiscal 

24  period". 
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1  (5)  Section  201(e)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 

2  out  ''fiscal  year''  each  place  it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu 

3  thereof  "two-year  fiscal  period". 

4  (6)  Section  201(f)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

5  (A)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  in  the  matter 

6  preceding  paragraph  (1)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

7  "two-year  fiscal  period"; 

8  (B)  by  inserting  "or  the  last  completed  two-year 

9  fiscal  period,  as  the  case  may  be"  after  "last  completed 

10  fiscal  year"  in  paragraph  (1); 

11  (C)  by  inserting  "or  two-year  fiscal  period,  as  the 

12  case  may  be"  before  the  semicolon  in  such  paragraph; 

13  CD)  by  inserting  "or  the  last  completed  two-year 

14  fiscal  period,  as  the  case  may  be"  after  "last  completed 

15  fiscal  year"  in  paragraph  (2); 

16  (E)  by  inserting  "or  such  period,  as  the  case  may 

17  be"  after  "received  during  such  year"  in  such  para- 

18  graph; 

19  (F)  by  inserting  "or  such  period,  as  the  case  may 

20  be,"  before  the  semicolon  in  such  paragraph; 

21  (G)  by  inserting  "or  such  two-year  fiscal  period, 

22  as  the  case  may  be,"  after  "such  fiscal  year"  the  first 

23  place  it  appears  in  paragraph  (3);  and 

24  (H)  by  inserting  "or  such  two-year  fiscal  period  as 

25  the  case  may  be"  before  the  period  in  such  paragraph. 
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1  (7)  Section  201(g)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

2  (A)  by  inserting  *'(!)"  before  'The"  in  the  first 

3  sentence; 

4  (B)  by  striking  out  "April  10  and  July  15  of  each 

5  year''  in  the  first  sentence  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

6  "July  15  of  each  odd-numbered  year"; 

7  (C)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  in  the  first  sen- 

8  tence  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "two-year  fiscal 

9  period"; 

10  (D)  by  striking  out  "transmitted  on  or  before  July 

11  15  of  any  year"  in  the  third  sentence  and  inserting  in 

12  lieu  thereof  "required  under  this  subsection";        i^ 

13  (E)  by  striking  out  "any  fiscal  year"  in  the  last 

14  sentence  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "any  two-year 

15  fiscal  period"; 

16  (F)  by  inserting  "or  the  two-year  fiscal  period,  as 

17  the  case  may  be,"  before  "in  progress"  in  the  last  sen- 

18  tence;  and 

19  (G)  by  inserting  after  paragraph  (1)  (as  redesig- 

20  nated  by  paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection)  the  following 

21  new  paragraph: 

22  "(2)  On  January  15  and  July  15  of  each  even-numbered 

23  year,  the  President  shall  submit  to  the  Congress  a  revision  of 

24  the  statement  required  by  paragraph  (1)  with  respect  to  the 

25  fiscal  year  in  progress.". 

S  2629  IS 


Digitized  by 


Google 


5S6 


33 

1  (8)  Section  201(h)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 

2  out  ''fiscal  year"  each  place  it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu 

3  thereof  "two-year  fiscal  period". 

4  (9)  Section  201  (i)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out 

5  "fiscal  year,  beginning  with  the  fiscal  year  ending  September 

6  30,   1979,"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "two-year  fiscal 

7  period,  beginning  with  the  two-year  fiscal  period  ending  De- 

8  cember  31,  1985,". 

9  (10)  Section  201  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by 

10  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

11  "(k)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  the 

12  President  shall  include  in  the  Budget  submitted  under  subsec- 

13  tion  (a)  proposed  budget  authority,  direct  loans,  and  conunit- 

14  ments  to  guarantee  loan  principal,  and  estimates  of  outlays 

15  and  receipts  for  all  activities  of  all  departments,  establish- 

16  ments,  and  instrumentalities  of  the  Federal  Government, 

17  except  Government-sponsored  corporations  to  the  extent  fi- 

18  nanced  by  wholly  private  funds.". 

19  (c)    Section    202    of   such    Act   (31    U.S.C.    13)    is 

20  amended — 

21  (1)  by  striking  out  "ensuing  fiscal  year"   each 

22  place  it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "ensuing 

23  two-year  fiscal  period";  and 

24  (2)  by  inserting  "or  the  two-year  fiscal  period  in 

25  progress,  as  the  case  may  be,"  after  "progress,"-. 
■  ,  ■         •  .^'-rr 
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1  (d)  Section  203  of  such  Act  (31  U.S.C.  14)  is  amended 

2  by  striking  out  ''or  deficiency"  each  place  it  appears. 

3  (e)  Section  204(b)  of  such  Act  (31  U.S.C.  581(b))  is 

4  amended  by  striking  out  **or  deficiency". 

5  (0  Section  207  of  such  Act  (31  U.S.C.  16)  is  amended 

6  by  striking  out  "or  deficiency". 

7  (g)    Section    214    of    such    Act    (31    U.S.C.    22)    is 

8  amended — 

9  (1)  by  striking  out  "in  each  year"  and  inserting  in 

10  Heu  thereof  "for  each  two-year  fiscal  period"; 

11  (2)  by  striking  out  the  conuna  after  "regular"  and 

12  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "or";  and 

13  (3)  by  striking  out  ",  or  deficiency". 

14  (h)  Section  216(a)  of  such  Act  (31  U.S.C.  24(a))  is 

15  amended — 

16  (1)  by  striking  out  the  conuna  after  "regular"  and 

17  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "or";  and 

18  (2)  by  striking  out  ",  or  deficiency". 

19  (i)  Section  304  of  the  Department  of  Commerce  Appro- 

20  priation  Act,  1963  (31  U.S.C.  25)  is  amended  by  striking  out 

21  "fiscal  year  1964  and  each  succeeding  year"  and  inserting  in 

22  lieu  thereof  "the  two-year  fiscal  period  beginning  on  Janu- 

23  ary  1,  1984,  and  each  succeeding  two-year  fiscal  period". 

24  (j)  Section  102  of  the  District  of  Columbia  Revenue  Act 

25  of  1970  (31  U.S.C.  26)  is  amended— 
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1  (1)  by  striking  out  the  comma  after  ''regular"  and 

2  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "and";  and 

3  (2)  by  striking  out  ",  and  deficiency". 

4  (k)  Section  318(a)  of  the  Department  of  Transportation 

5  and  Related  Agencies  Appropriation  Act,  1982  (31  U.S.C. 

6  28(a))  is  amended  by  striking  out  "annually"  and  inserting  in 

7  lieu  thereof  "biennially". 

8  (1)  Section  3670  of  the  Revised  Statutes  (31  U.S.C. 

9  624)  is  amended — 

10  (1)  by  striking  out  "annual"; 

11  (2)  by  inserting  "for  a  two-year  fiscal  period" 

12  after  'service"  the  first  place  it  appears;  and 

13  (3)  by  striking  out  "year"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

14  thereof  "period". 

15  CONVERSION  TO  BIENNIAL  FISCAL  PBBIOD 

16  Sec.  5.  (a)(1)  Section  237(a)  of  the  Revised  Statutes 

17  (31  U.S.C.  1020(a))  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

18  "(a)  In  all  matters  of  accounts,  receipts,  expenditures, 

19  estimates,  and  appropriations — 

20  "(1)  there  shall  be,  through  September  30,  1983, 

21  a  fiscal  year  of  the  United  States  commencing  on  Octo- 

22  ber  1  of  each  year  and  ending  on  September  30  of  the 

23  following  year;  and 

24  "(2)   there   shall   be,   beginning   on  January    1, 

25  1984,  a  two-year  fiscal  period  of  the  United  States  be- 
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1  ginning  on  January  1  of  each  even-numbered  year  and 

2  ending  on  December  31  of  the  succeeding  odd-num- 

3  bered  year.". 

4  (2)  Section  237(b)  of  the  Revised  Statutes  (31  U.S.C. 

5  1020(b))  is  amended  by  inserting  "or  each  two-year  fiscal 

6  period,  as  the  case  may  be,"  after  "fiscal  year". 

7  (b)  Section  504  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 

8  1974  (31  U.S.C.  1020a)  is  amended— 

9  (1)  by  striking  out  "thereafter"  in  the  third  sen- 

10  tence  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "through  the  fiscal 

11  year  1984";  and 

12  (2)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof:  "Any  law  pro- 

13  viding  for  an  authorization  of  appropriations  for  the 

14  fiscal  year  1984  or  any  fiscal  year  thereafter  shall  be 

15  construed  as  referring  to  the  one-year  period — 

16  (A)  which  is  within  a  two-year  fiscal  period; 

17  and 

18  (B)  which  begins  on  January  1  of  the  calen- 

19  dar  year  having  the  same  calendar  year  number 

20  as  such  fiscal  year  number  and  ending  on  Decem- 

21  her  31  of  such  calendar  year.". 

22  (c)  Section  118(b)(2)  of  the  Second  Supplemental  Ap- 

23  propriations  Act,  1976  (31  U.S.C.  1020-1)  is  amended  to 

24  read  as  follows: 
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1  "(2)  Effective  January  1,  1984,  any  provision  of  law 

2  with  respect  to  the  Senate  which  contains  an  October  1  date 

3  which  relates  to  the  beginning  of  a  fiscal  year  shall  be  treated 

4  as  referring  to  January  1  of  the  succeeding  calendar  year 

5  within  a  two-year  fiscal  period,  and  any  provision  of  law  with 

6  respect  to  the  Senate  which  contains  a  September  30  date 

7  which  relates  to  the  end  of  a  fiscal  year  shall  be  treated  as 

8  referring  to  December  31  of  the  same  calendar  year  within  a 

9  two-year  fiscal  period/'. 

10  (d)(1)  Section  105  of  title  1,  United  States  Code,  is 

1 1  amended — 

12  (A)  by  striking  out  "year  ending  September  30" 

13  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "two-year  fiscal  period 

14  ending  December  31";  and 

15  (B)  by  striking  out  "calendar  year"  and  inserting 

16  in  lieu  thereof  "odd-numbered  year  in  which  the  two- 

17  year  fiscal  period  ends". 

18  (2)  The  provisions  of  paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection 

19  shall  be  effective  with  respect  to  Acts  making  appropriations 

20  for  the  support  of  the  Government  for  any  two-year  fiscal 

21  period  commencing  on  or  after  January  1,  1984. 

22  (e)  As  soon  as  practicable,  the  President  shall  prepare 

23  and  submit  to  the  Congress — 

24  (1)  after  consultation  with  the  Conunittees  on  Ap- 

25  propriations  of  the  House  of  Representatives  and  the 
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1  Senate,  budget  estimates  for  the  United  States  Gbv- 

2  emment  for  the  period  commencing  October  1,  1983, 

3  and  ending  on  December  31,  1983,  in  such  form  and 

4  detail  as  he  may  determine;  and 

5  (2)  proposed  legislation  he  considers  appropriate 

6  with  respect  to  changes  in  law  necessary  to  provide 

7  authorizations  of  appropriations  for  that  period. 

8  (0  The  Director  of  the  Office  of  Management  and 

9  Budget  shall  provide  by  regulation,  order,  or  otherwise  for 

10  the  orderly  transition  by  all  departments,  agencies,  and  in- 

11  strumentalities  of  the  United  States  Government  and  the 

12  government  of  the  District  of  Columbia  from  the  use  of  the 

13  fiscal  year  in  effect  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act  to 

14  the  use  of  the  new  two-year  fiscal  period  prescribed  by  sec- 

15  tion  237(a)(2)  of  the  Revised  Statutes.  The  Director  shall 

16  prepare  and  submit  to  the  Congress  such  additional  proposed 

17  legislation  as  he  considers  necessary  to  accomplish  this  objec- 

18  tive. 

19  ACCOUNTINO  PB0CEDUBE8 

20  Sec.  6.  (a)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  3  of  the  Act  entitled 

21  "An  Act?  to  authorize  the  collection  of  mdebtedness  of  mili- 

22  tary  and  civilian  personnel  resulting  from  erroneous  pay- 

23  ments,  and  for  other  purposes",  approved  July  15,  1954  (31 

24  U.S.C.  581d),  is  amended  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  each 
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1  place  it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "two-year  fiscal 

2  period''. 

3  (b)  The  first  section  of  Public  Law  89-473  (31  U.S.C. 

4  628a)  is  amended  by  striking  out  ''fiscal  year"  each  place  it 

5  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "two-year  fiscal  period". 

6  (c)  Section  40  of  the  Act  of  August  10,  1956  (70A  Stat. 

7  636,  chapter  1041;  31  U.S.C.  649c),  is  amended  by  striking 

8  out  "period  of  two  successive  fiscal  years"  and  inserting  in 

9  lieu  thereof  "two-year  fiscal  period". 

10  (d)  Section  1  of  the  Act  entitled  "An  Act  making  appro- 

11  priations  for  the  support  of  the  Army  for  the  fiscal  year 

12  ending  June  thirtieth,  nineteen  hundred  and  sixteen",  ap- 

13  proved  March  4,  1915  (38  Stat.  1079;  31  U.S.C.  654),  is 

14  amended  by  striking  out  "years"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

15  "two-year  fiscal  periods". 

16  (e)  Section  3679  of  the  Revised  Statutes  (31  U.S.C. 

17  665)  is  amended — 

18  (1)  by  striking  out  "deficiency  or"  in  paragraph 

19  (1)  of  subsection  (c); 

20  (2)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  each  place  it  ap- 

21  pears  in  subsection  (d)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

22  "two-year  fiscal  period";  and 

23  (3)  by  striking  out  "deficiency  or"  each  place  it 

24  appears  in  subsection  (e). 


8  2«29  IS 


Digitized  by 


Google 


S63 


40 

1  (f)  Section  210  of  the  General  Government  Matters  Ap- 

2  propriation  Act,  1958  (31  U.S.C.  665a)  is  amended  by  strik- 

3  ing  out  "or  deficiency". 

4  (g)  The  Act  entitled  "An  Act  to  simplify  accounting", 

5  approved  April  27,  1937  (31  U.S.C.  668a),  is  amended  by 

6  inserting  ",  two-year  fiscal  period,"  after  ''year". 

.    7  (h)  Section  6  of  the  Act  of  August  ^3,  1912  (37  Stat. 

8  414,  chapter  350;  31  U.S.C.  669),  is  amended— 

9  (1)  by  striking  out  ''fiscal  year"  each  place  it 

10  occurs  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "two-year  fiscal 

11  period";  and 

12  (2)  by  striking  out  "year"  each  place  it  occurs 

13  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "period". 

14  (i)(l)  Subsection  (b)(1)  of  the  first  section  of  the  Act  en- 

15  titled  "An  Act  to  simplify  accounting,  facilitate  the  payment 

16  of  obligations,  and  for  other  purposes",  approved  July  25, 

17  1956,  as  amended  (31  U.S.C.  701),  is  amended— 

18  (A)  by  striking  out  "and"  at  the  end  of  subpara- 

19  graph  (A); 

20  (B)  by  inserting  "and  ending  before  October  1, 

21  1983,"  after  ^'October  1,  1976,"  in  subparagraph  (B); 

22  (C)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  T)f  sub- 

23  paragraph  (B)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a  semicolon 

24  and  "and";  and 
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1  (D)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 

2  new  subparagraph: 

3  '*(C)  for  the  period  commencing  on  October   1, 

4  1983,  and  ending  on  December  31,  1983,  and  for  any 

5  two-year  fiscal  period  commencing  on  or  after  January 

6  1,  1984,  on  December  31  of  the  two-year  fiscal  period 

7  following  that  period  or  the  two-year  fiscal  period  or 

8  periods,  as  the  case  may  be,  for  which  the  appropri- 

9  ation  is  available  for  obligation.". 

10  (2)  Subsection  (b)(2)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

11  (A)  by  striking  out  **and"  at  the  end  of  subpara- 

12  graph  (A); 

13  (B)  by  inserting  "and  ending  before  October  1, 

14  1983,"  after  "October  1,  1976,"  in  subparagraph  (B); 

15  (C)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  sub- 

16  paragraph  (B)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a  semicolon 

17  and  "and";  and 

18  (D)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

19  "(C)  for  the  period  commencing  on  October  1, 

20  1983,  and  ending  on  December  31,  1983,  and  for  any 

21  two-year  fiscal  period  commencing  on  or  after  January 

22  •        1,  1984,  not  later  than  November  15  of  the  year  fol- 

23  lowing  such  period  or  November  15  of  the  first  even- 

24  numbered  year  following  the   end  of  such  two-year 
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1  fiscal  period,  as  the  case  may  be,  in  which  the  period 

2  of  availability  for  obligation  expires/'. 

3  (j)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  3  of  the  Act  entitled  "An 

4  Act  to  simplify  accounting,  facilitate  the  pajrment  of  obliga- 

5  tions,  and  for  other  purposes",  approved  July  25,  1956  (31 

6  U.S.C.  703),  is  amended— 

7  (1)  by  striking  out  "fiscal"  each  place  it  appears; 

8  and 

9  (2)  by  striking  out  "September  30"  each  place  it 

10  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "December  31". 

11  (k)  Section  5  of  the  Act  entitled  "An  Act  to  simplify 

12  accountmg,  facilitate  the  payment  of  obligations,  and  for 

13  other  purposes",  approved  July  25,  1956  (31  U.S.C.  705),  is 

14  amended — 

15  (1)  by  striking  out  "second  full  fiscal  year"  and 

16  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "two-year  fiscal  period";  and 

17  (2)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year  or  years"  and  in- 

18  serting   in    lieu    thereof    "two-year   fiscal    period    or 

19  periods". 

20  Q)  Section  6  of  the  Act  entitled  "An  Act  to  simplify 

21  accounting,  facilitate  the  pajrment  of  obligations,  and  for 

22  other  purposes",  approved  July  26,  1956  (31  U.S.C.  706),  is 

23  amended  by  striking  out  "two  full  consecutive  fiscal  years" 

24  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "a  full  two-year  fiscal  period". 
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1  (m)  The  first  section  of  the  Surplus  Fund-Certified 

2  Claims  Act  of  1949  (31  U.S.C.  712a)  is  amended— 

3  (1)  by  insertmg  "(a)"  after  "That"; 

•4  (2)   by   striking   out    "the   annual   appropriation 

5  bills"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "an  onmibus  appro- 

6  priation  bill"; 

7  (3)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  and  inserting  in 

8  lieu  thereof  "two-year  fiscal  period"; 

9  (4)  by  striking  out  "year"  each  place  it  appears 

10  and  insertmg  in  lieu  thereof  "period";  and 

11  (5)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 

12  subsection: 

13  "(b)  For  purposes  of  this  section — 

14  "(1)  The  term  'omnibus  appropriation  bill'  has  the 

15  meaning  given  to  such  term  in  section  3(7)  of  the  Con- 

16  gressional  Budget  Act  of  1974. 

17  "(2)  The  term  'two-year  fiscal  period'  has  the 

18  meaning  given  to  such  term  in  section  3(6)  of  the  Con- 

19  gressional  Budget  Act  of  1974.". 

20  (n)  Section  7  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1912  (37  Stat. 

21  487,  chapter  355;  31  U.S.C.  718),  is  amended— 

22  (1)  by  striking  out  "regular  annual";  and 

23  (2)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  each  place  it  ap- 

24  pears  and  mserting  m  lieu  thereof  "two-year  fiscal 

25  period". 
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1  (o)  Section   1415  of  the  Supplemental  Appropriation 

2  Act,  1953  (31  U.S.C.  724),  is  amended  by  striking  out  "an- 

3  nually"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "biennially". 

4  TECHNICAL  AND  CONFOBBIING  AMENDMENTS 

5  Sec  7.  (a)  Section  2(a)  of  the  Permanent  Appropriation 

6  Repeal  Act,  1934  (31  U.S.C.  725a(a)),  is  amended— 

7  (1)  by  striking  out  "Effective  July  1,  1935,  the" 

8  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "The";  and 

9  (2)  by  striking  out  "annual"  and  inserting  in  Ueu 

10  thereof  "biennial". 

11  (b)  Section  4  of  the  Permanent  Appropriation  Repeal 

12  Act,  1934  (31  U.S.C.  725c),  is  amended— 

13  (1)  by  striking  out  "Effective  July  1,  1935,  all" 

14  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "All"; 

15  (2)  by  striking  out  "annually"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

16  thereof  "biennially"; 

17  (3)  by  striking  out  "one  fiscal  year"  and  mserting 

18  in  lieu  thereof  "two-year  fiscal  period";  and 

19  (4)  by  striking  out  "following  fiscal  year"  and  in- 

20  serting    in    lieu    thereof  .  "following    two-year    fiscal 

21  period". 

22  (c)  Section  9  of  the  Permanent  Appropriation  Repeal 

23  Act,  1934  (31  U.S.C.  725h),  is  amended  by  striking  out 

24  "fiscal  year  1936  annual"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "two- 

25  year  fiscal  period  beginning  on  January  1,  1984,  biennial". 
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1  (d)  Section  11  of  the  Permanent  Appropriation  Repeal 

2  Act,  1934  (31  U.S.C.  725j),  is  amended— 

3  (1)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year  1936"  and  insert- 

4  ing  in  lieu  thereof  "two-year  fiscal  period  beginning  on 

5  January  1,  1984,";  and 

6  (2)  by  striking  out  "annually"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

7  thereof  "biennially". 

8  (e)    Section    17(a)    of   the    Permanent    Appropriation 

9  Repeal  Act,  1934  (31  U.S.C.  725p(a)),  is  amended— 

10  (1)  by  striking  out  "Effective  July  1,  1935,  the" 

11  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "The"; 

12  (2)  by  striking  out  "annually"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

13  thereof  "biennially";  and 

14  (3)  by  striking  out  "annual"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

15  thereof  "biennial". 

16  (0  Section  18(a)  of  the  Permanent  Appropriation  Repeal 

17  Act,  1934  (31  U.S.C.  725q(a)),  is  amended  by  striking  out 

18  "annual"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "biennial". 

19  (g)    Section    20(a)    of   the    Permanent    Appropriation 

20  Repeal  Act,  1934  (31  U.S.C.  725s(a)),  is  amended— 

21  (1)  by  striking  out  ",  effective  July  1,  1935,"; 

22  (2)  by  striking  out  "annually"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

23  thereof  "biennially";  and 

24  (3)  by  striking  out  "September  30"  and  inserting 

25  in  lieu  thereof  "December  31". 
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1  (h)  Section  3  of  the  Act  of  August  7,  1946  (60  Stat. 

2  895,  chapter  802;  31  U.S.C.  725s-3),  is  amended— 

3  (1)  by  striking  out  "August  7,  1946"  and  insert- 

4  ing  in  lieu  thereof  "December  31,  1983";  and 

5  (2)  by  striking  out  "annually"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

6  thereof  "biennially". 

7  (i)  Section  257  of  the  Revised  Statutes  (31  U.S.C. 

8  1027)  is  amended  by  inserting  "or  the  two-year  fiscal  period, 

9  as  the  case  may  be,"  after  "fiscal  year". 

10  (j)  Section  15  of  the  Act  of  July  31,  1894  (28  Stat.  210, 

11  chapter  174;  31  U.S.C.  1029),  is  amended  by  insertmg  "or 

12  the  last  preceding  two-year  fiscal  period,  as  the  case  may 

13  be,"  after  "fiscal  year". 

14  (k)  The  first  section  of  the  Act  of  February  26,  1907  (34 

15  Stat.  949,  chapter  1635;  31  U.S.C.  1030),  is  amended— 

16  (1)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year  current"  and  in- 

17  serting  in  lieu  thereof  "current  two-year  fiscal  period"; 

18  (2)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year  next  ensuing"  and 

19  inserting    in    lieu    thereof    "ensuing    two-year    fiscal 

20  period";  and 

21  (3)  by  inserting  "or  preceding  completed  two-year 

22  fiscal  period,  as  the  case  may  be"  after  "preceding 

23  completed  fiscal  year'\ 


S  2629  IS 


Digitized  by 


Google 


570 


47 

1  EFFECTIVE  DATE 

2  Sec.  8.  The  provisions  of  this  Act  and  the  amendments 

3  made  by  this  Act  shall  take  effect  on  the  first  day  of  the 

4  Ninety-eighth  Congress,  except  that  the  amendments  made 

5  by  sections  3(u),  6,  and  7  of  this  Act  shall  take  effect  on 

6  January  1,  1984. 

7  FISCAL  YEAB  1983 

8  Sec.  9.  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  sections  3,  4, 

9  5,  6,  7,  and  8  of  this  Act  and  the  amendments  made  by  such 

10  sections — 

11  (1)  the  provisions  of  the  Congressional  Budget 

12  and  Impoundment  Control  Act  of  1974  (as  such  provi- 

13  sions  were  m  effect  on  the  day  before  the  effective  date 

14  of  this  Act)  shall  apply  with  respect  to  concurrent  reso- 

15  lutions  on  the  budget  for  such  fiscal  year,  bills  and  res- 

16  olutions  providing  new  budget  authority  or  new  spend- 

17  ing  authority  for  such  fiscal  year,  bills  and  resolutions 

18  authorizing  the  enactment  of  new  budget  authority  for 

19  such  fiscal  year,  the  rescission  and  deferral  of  budget 

20  authority  for  such  fiscal  year,  and  the  responsibilities  of 

21  the  Director  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Office  for 

22  such  fiscal  year;  and 

23  (2)  the  provisions  of  the  Impoundment  Control 

24  Act  of  1974  (as  such  provisions  were  in  effect  on  the 

25  day  before  the  effective  date  of  this  Act)  shall  apply  to 
i  tlie  rcM-isi'ion  aud  deftrivJ  of  oL.I-rci  autho:.*  xr  ir... 

2  period  beginning  on  October  1,  1383,  and  ending  on 

3  December  31,  1983.  • 
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S.  1683 


To  provide  for  a  two-year  Federal  budget  cycle,  to  provide  for  the  inclusion  of 
additional  matters  in  the  Federal  budget,  to  strengthen  congressional  authori- 
zation, budget,  and  appropriations  procedures,  to  strengthen  congressional 
oversight  of  Federal  programs,  and  for  other  purposes. 


m  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

Septembbb  30  Oegislative  day,  Sbptbmbeb  9),  1981 
Mr.  FoBD  (for  himself,  Mr.  Bumpebs,  Mr.  Pell,  and  Mr.  Danpobth)  introduced 
the  following  bill;  which  was  read  twice  and  ordered  to  be  held  at  the  desk 
until  the  close  of  business  October  6,  1981 

OCTOBEB  7,  1981 

Referred  jointly  to  the  Committees  on  the  Budget,  Rules  and  Administration,  and 

Governmental  Affairs,  by  unanimous  consent 


A  BILL 

To  provide  for  a  two-year  Federal  budget  cycle,  to  provide  for 
the  inclusion  of  additional  matters  in  the  Federal  budget,  to 
strengthen  congressional  authorization,  budget,  and  appro- 
priations procedures,  to  sti^engthen  congressional  oversight 
of  Federal  programs,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  SencUe  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 
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1  That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  ''Budget  and  Oversight 

2  Improvement  Amendments  of  1981". 

3  FINDINGS  AND  PUBP08B 

4  Sec.  2.  (a)  The  Congress  finds  and  declares  that  the 

5  present  annual  Federal  budgeting  process — 

6  (1)  allows  insufficient  time  for  the  fulfillment  by 

7  the  Congress  of  its  legislative  and  oversight  responsi- 

8  bilities; 

9  (2)  allows  insufficient  time  for  the  review  and  con- 

10  sideration  by  the  Congress  of  authorizing  legislation, 

11  budget  resolutions,  and  appropriation  biUs  and  resolu- 

12  tions  and  other  spending  measures; 

13  (3)  allows  insufficient  time  for  the  evaluation  of 

14  costly  and  complicated  Federal  programs,  which  con- 

15  tributes   to   the  unrestrained  growth  of  the  Federal 

16  budget;  and 

17  (4)  allows  insufficient  time  for  agencies  and  State 

18  and  local  governments  to  plan  for  the  implementation 

19  of  programs. 

20  (b)  It  is  the  purpose  of  this  Act  to  establish  a  more 

21  thorough  and  timely  process  for  the  adoption  of  the  Federal 

22  budget  by— 

23  (1)  establishing  a  two-year  cycle  for  the  adoption 

24  of  the  budget; 
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1  (2)   including  Federal   loan   guarantees   and   off- 

2  budget  agencies  and  activities  in  budget  totals  and  in 

3  the  budget  process; 

4  (3)  requiring  the  separate  and  distinct  considera- 

5  tion  of  authorizing  legislation,  the  budget,  and  appro- 

6  priation  bills  and  resolutions  and  other  spending  meas- 

7  ures  and  thereby  allowing  full  evaluation  of  the  need 

8  for  and  the  merits  and  costs  of  the  various  programs 

9  and  agencies  of  the  Federal  Government; 

10  (4)  strengthening  congressional  procedures  for  the 

11  consideration  of  budget  resolutions,  reconciliation  bills 

12  and  resolutions,  appropriation  bills  and  resolutions,  and 

13  other  measures  providing  spending  authority;  and 

14  (5)  strengthening  the  requirement  for  congression- 

15  aJ  oversight  of  Federal  programs  by  authorizing  com- 

16  mittees. 

17  REVISION  OF  TIMETABLE 

18  Sec.  3.  Section  300  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 

19  1974  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

20  "timetable 

21  "Sec.  300.  The  timetable  with  respect  to  the  congres- 

22  sional  budget  process  for  any  Congress  (beginning  with  the 

23  Ninety-eighth  Congress)  is  as  follows: 


99>81?    n    .    RQ    -    oi 
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"First  Session 

"On  or  before:  Action  to  be  completed: 

November  10  (of  the  preceding  session)      President     submits     current     services 

budget  for  the  2-fi8cal-year  budget 
period  beginning  in  the  succeeding 
even-numbered  year. 

January  10 President   submits   his   budget   for    2- 

fiscal-year  period  beginning  in  suc- 
ceeding calendar  year  (the  '2-fi8ca]- 
year  budget  period'). 

April  1 Congressional    Budget    Office    submits 

report  to  Budget  Conunittees  with 
respect  to  2-fi8cal-year  budget 
period. 

May  1 Committees     and     joint     conunittees 

submit  reports  to  Budget  Commit- 
tees with  respect  to  2-fi8cal-year 
budget  period. 

June  1 Conunittees  report  bills  and  resolutions 

authorizing  new  budget  authority  for 
2-fiscal-year  budget  period. 

July  1 Budget  Conunittees  report  first  concur- 
rent resolution  on  the  budget  for  2- 
fiscal-year  budget  period  to  their 
Houses. 

August  1 Congress  completes  action  on  first  con- 
current resolution  on  the  budget. 

October  1 ^ Committees  report  allocations  of  first 

concurrent  resolution  among  pro- 
grams within  their  jurisdiction. 

October  1 Congress  completes  action  on  bills  and 

resolutions  authorizing  new  budget 
authority  for  2-fi8caI-year  budget 
period. 

"Second  Session 

"On  or  before:  Action  to  be  completed: 

January  10 President  submits  revised  budget  for  2- 

fiscal-year  budget  period. 

April  1 Committees  report  bills  and  resolutions 

providing  new  budget  authority  and 
new  spending  autherity  for  2-fiscal- 
year  budget  period. 

April  1 Coogressional   Budget   Office   submits 

report  to  Budget  Committees  with 
respect  to  2-fiacal-year  budget 
period. 

June  15 Budget  Committees  report  second  re- 
quired concurrent  resolutiofi  on  the 
budget  to  their  Houses. 
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"On  or  before:  Action  to  be  completed: 

July  1 Congress  completes  action,  except  en- 
rollment, on  bills  and  resolutions 
providing  new  budget  authority  and 
new  spending  authority  for  2-fiscal- 
year  budget  period. 

August  1 Congress  completes  action  on  second 

required  concurrent  resolution  on 
budget  for  2-fiscal-year  budget 
period. 

September  25 Congress  completes  action  on  reconcili- 
ation bill  or  resolution,  or  both,  im- 
plementing second  required  concur- 
rent resolution. 

October  1 2-fiscal-year  budget  period  begins.". 

1  TWO-YEAB  CYCLE  FOB  CONGBB88IONAL  BUDGET  PB0CE88 

2  Sec.  4.  (a)  Section  2(2)  of  the  Congressional  Budget 

3  and  Impoundment  Control   Act  of   1974  is   amended  by 

4  striking   out    "each   year"    and   inserting   in   lieu   thereof 

5  "biennially". 

6  (b)(1)  Section  3(1)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

7  (A)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  and  inserting  in 

8  lieu  thereof  "2-fiscal-year  budget  period";  and 

9  (B)  by  striking  out  "such  year"  and  inserting  in 

10  lieu  thereof  "such  period". 

1 1  (2)  Section  3(4)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out 

12  "fiscal  year"  each  place  it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu 

13  thereof  "2-fiscal-year  budget  period". 

14  (3)  Section  3  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by  adding 

15  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  paragraph: 

16  "(6)  The  term  '2-fiscal-year  budget  period'  means 

17  the  period  of  2  fiscal  years  beginning  on  October  1  of 

18  any  even-numbered  year.". 
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1  (c)  Section  202(f)(1)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 

2  1974  is  amended — 

3  (1)  by  striking  out  "each  year"  and  inserting  in 

4  lieu  thereof  "each  fiscal  year  in  a  2-fi8cal-year  budget 

5  period"; 

6  (2)  by  strikmg  out  "fiscal  year  commencing  on 

7  October  1  of  that  year"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

8  "succeeding  2-fiscal-year  budget  period";  and 

9  (3)  by  striking  out  "such  fiscal  year"  each  place  it 

10  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "such  2-fi8cal- 

11  year  budget  period". 

12  (d)(1)  Section  301(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

13  (A)  by  strikmg  out  "Mat  15"  in  the  subsection 

14  heading  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "August  1  of 

15  Each  Odd-Nubibebed  Yeab"; 

16  (B)  by  striking  out  "May  15  of  each  year"  in  the 

17  first  sentence  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "August  1  of 

18  each  odd-numbered  year";  and 

19  (C)  by  striking  out  "the  fiscal  year  beginning  on 

20  October  1  of  such  year"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

21  "the  2-fiscal-year  budget  period  beginning  on  October 

22  1  of  the  succeeding  year". 

23  (2)  Section  301(c)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 
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1  (A)  by  striking  out  "March  15  of  each  year"  in 

2  the  matter  preceding  paragraph  (1)  and  inserting  in 

3  lieu  thereof  ''May  1  of  each  odd-numbered  year";  and 

4  (B)  by  striking  out  "the  fiscal  year  beginning  on 

5  October  1  of  such  year"  in  paragraph  (2)  and  inserting 

6  in  lieu  thereof  "the  2-fiscal-year  budget  period  begin- 

7  ning  on  October  1  of  the  succeeding  year". 

8  (3)  Section  301(d)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

9  (A)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  in  the  first  sen- 

10  tence  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "2-fiscal-year  budget 

11  period"; 

12  (B)  by  striking  out  "April  15  of  each  year"  in  the 

13  third  sentence  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "July  1  of 

14  each  odd-numbered  year"; 

15  (C)  by  striking  out  "the  fiscal  year  beginning  on 

16  October  1  of  such  year"  in  the  third  sentence  and  in- 

17  serting  in  lieu  thereof  "the  2-fiscal-year  budget  period 

18  beginning  on  October  1  of  the  succeeding  year"; 

19  (D)  by  striking  out  "five"  in  paragraph  (6)  and  in- 

20  serting  in  lieu  thereof  "six"; 

21  (E)  by  striking  out  '"such  fiscal  year"  in  para- 

22  graph  (6)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "the  first  fiscal 

23  year  of  such  2-fiscal-year  budget  period,";  and 
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1  (F)  by  striking  out  "such  period"  in  paragraph  (6) 

2  and  inserting  in  lieu   thereof   "such   six  fiscal   year 

3  period". 

4  (4)  Section  301(e)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

5  (A)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  each  place  it  ap- 

6  pears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "2-fiscal-year  budget 

7  period";  and 

8  (B)  by  striking  out  "set  for"  in  paragraph  (1)  and 

9  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "set  forth". 

10  (e)(1)  Section  303(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

11  (A)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  each  place  it  ap- 

12  pears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "2-fiscal-year  budget 

13  period";  and 

14  (B)  by  striking  out  "such  year"  and  inserting  in 

15  lieu  thereof  "such  period". 

16  (2)  Section  303(b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 

17  out  "fiscal  year"  each  place  it  appears  and  insertmg  in  lieu 

18  thereof  "2-fiscal-year  budget  period". 

19  (f)  Section  304  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out 

20  "fiscal  year"  each  place  it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu 

21  thereof  "2-fiscal-year  budget  period". 

22  (g)(1)  Section  307  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

23  (A)  by  striking  out  the  section  heading  and  insert- 

24  ing  in  lieu  thereof  "committee  action  on  appbo- 

25  PBIATION  AND  OTHBB  SPENDING  BILLS"; 
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1  (B)  by  inserting  "(a)  Committee  Action  on 

2  Reoulab      Appbopbiations      Bills. — "      before 

3  "Prior"; 

4  (C)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  and  inserting  in 

5  lieu  thereof  "2-fiscal-year  budget  period"; 

6  (D)  by  striking  out  "that  year"  each  place  it  ap- 

7  pears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "that  period";  and 

8  (E)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 

9  new  subsection: 

10  ''(b)(1)  Repobtino  of  Cebtain  Mbasubbs  by  Apbil 

11  1  OF  Each  EvEN-NuBiBEBED  Teab. — Except  as  provided 

12  in  paragraph  (2),  all  bills  and  resolutions  providing  budget 

13  authority   or    spending   authority   (as    defined   by   section 

14  401(c)(2)(C))  for  any  2-fiscal-year  budget  period  shall  be  re- 

15  ported  to  the  House  of  Representatives  and  Senate  no  later 

16  than  April  1  of  the  year  in  which  such  period  begins. 

17  "(2)  If  a  committee  of  the  House  of  Representatives  or 

18  the  Senate  determines  that  changes  in  circumstances  with 

19  the  passage  of  time  require  a  waiver  of  paragraph  (1)  with 

20  respect  to  any  bill  or  resolution  providing  supplemental  ap- 

21  propriations  for  any  period,  such  committee  may  report,  and 

22  the  House  or  Senate  may  consider  and  adopt,  a  resolution 

23  waiving  the  application  of  such  paragraph  in  the  case  of  such 

24  bill  or  resolution.". 


S.  16^3— is-^— 2 


Digitized  by 


Google 


580 


10 

1  (2)  The  item  relating  to  section  307  in  the  table  of  con- 

2  tents  in  section  1(b)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  and  Im- 

3  poundment  Control  Act  of  1974  is  amended  to  read  as 

4  follows: 

"Sec.  307.  Committee  action  on  appropriation  and  other  spending  biUa.". 

5  (h)(1)  Section  308  (a)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act 

6  of  1974  is  amended — 

7  (A)  by  striking  out  ''fiscal  year"  in  the  matter 

8  preceding  paragraph  (1)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

9  *'2-fiscal-year  budget  period"; 

10  (B)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  in  paragraph 

11  (IKA)    and    inserting    in    lieu    thereof    "2-fiscal-year 

12  budget  period"; 

13  (C)  by  striking  out  "5"  in  paragraph  (1)(B)  and 

14  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "6"; 

15  (D)  by  striking  out  *'such  fiscal  year"  in  para- 

16  graph  (1)(B)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "the  first 

17  fiscal  year  of  such  2-fiscal-year  budget  period"; 

18  (E)  by  strikmg  out  "such  period"  in  paragraph 

19  (1)(B)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "such  6  fiscal  year 

20  period"; 

21  (F)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  in  paragraph 

22  (2)(A)    and    inserting    in    lieu    thereof    "2-fiscal-year 

23  budget  period"; 
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1  (G)   by   striking  out   "such  year'*   in  paragraph 

2  (2)(A)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "such  period"; 

3  (H)  by  striking  out  "5'*  in  paragraph  (2)(B)  and 

4  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "6"; 

5  (I)  by  striking  out  "such  fiscal  year"  in  paragraph 

6  (2)(B)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "the  first  fiscal  year 

7  of  such  2-fiscal-year  budget  period"; 

8  (J)  by  striking  out  "such  period"  in  paragraph 

9  (2)(B)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "such  6  fiscal  year 

10  period";  and 

11  (K)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  each  place  it  ap- 

12  pears  in  the  last  sentence  of  such  subsection  and  in- 

13  serting  in  lieu  thereof  "2-fi8cal-year  budget  period". 

14  (2)  Section  308(b)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

15  (A)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  in  the  first  sen- 

16  tence  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "2-fiscal-year  budget 

17  period"; 

18  (B)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  each  place  it  ap- 

19  pears  in  paragraph  (1)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "2- 

20  fiscal-year  budget  period"; 

21  (C)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  in  paragraph  (2) 

22  and    inserting   in    lieu    thereof    "2-fiscal-year   budget 

23  period"; 
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1  (D)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  yeax"  in  paragraph  (3) 

2  and   inserting   in   lieu   thereof    "2-fiscal-year   budget 

3  period"; 

4  (E)  by  striking  out  "such  year"  each  place  it  ap- 

5  pears  in  paragraph  (3)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

6  "such  period";  and 

7  (F)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  each  place  it  ap- 

8  pears  in  paragraph  (4)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "2- 

9  fiscal-year  budget  period". 

10  (3)  Section  308(c)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

11  (A)  by  striking  out   "Five"   in  the   subsection 

12  heading  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Six"; 

13  (B)  by  striking  out  "each  fiscal  year"  each  place 

14  it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "each  2-fi8cal- 

15  year  budget  period"; 

16  (C)  by  striking  out  "5  fiscal  year  beginning  with 

17  such  fiscal  year"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "6-fiscal- 

18  years  beginning  with  such  2-fi8cal-year  budget  period"; 

19  and 

20  (D)  by  striking  out  "such  period"  each  place  it 

21  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "such  6  fiscal 

22  year  period". 

23  (i)  Section  309  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

24  (1)  by  strikmg  out  "the  seventh  day  after  Labor 

25  Day  of  each  year"  in  the  matter  preceding  paragraph 
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1  (1)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "July  1  of  each  even- 

2  numbered  year";  and 

3  (2)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  each  place  it  ap- 

4  pears  in  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2)  and  inserting  in  lieu 

5  thereof  "2-fiscal-year  budget  period". 

6  (j)(l)  Section  310(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

7  (A)  by  inserting  "in  each  even-numbered  year" 

8  after  "report  to  its  House"  in  the  first  sentence; 

9  (B)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  in  the  first  sen- 

10  tence  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "2-fiscal-year  budget 

11  period"; 

12  (C)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  each  place  it  ap- 

13  pears  in  subparagraphs  (A)  and  (C)  of  paragraph  (1) 

14  and   inserting   in   lieu    thereof   "2-fiscal-year   budget 

15  period";  and 

16  (D)  by  inserting  "or  prior  2-fiscal-year  budget  pe- 

17  riods"  after  "prior  fiscal  years"  in  subparagraph  (B)  of 

18  paragraph  (1); 

19  (2)  Subsections  (b)  and  (d)  of  section  310  of  such  Act  are 

20  amended  by  striking  out  "each  year"  each  place  it  appears 

21  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "each  even-numbered  year". 

22  (3)  Section  310(f)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

23  (A)  by  striking  out  "It"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

24  thereof  "In  any  even-numbered  year,  it";  and 
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1  (B)  by  striking  out  ''fiscal  year"  and  inserting  in 

2  lieu  thereof  "2-fiscal-year  budget  period". 

3  (k)  Section  311  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out 

4  "fiscal  year"  each  place  it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu 

5  thereof  **2-fiscal-year  budget  period". 

6  QKl)  Section  401(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 

7  out  "fiscal  year"  and  inserting  in  lieu  there<tf  "2-fi8cal-year 

8  budget  period". 

9  (2KA)  Section  401(b)(1)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  strik- 

10  ing  out  "the  fiscal  year  which  begins  during  the  calendar 

11  year  in"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "the  first  2-fiscal-year 

12  budget  period  which  begins  after  the  date  on". 

13  (B)  Section  401(bK2)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 

14  out  "fiscal  year"  each  place  it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu 

15  thereof  "2-fiscal-year  budget  period". 

16  (m)(l)  Section  402  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

17  (A)  by  striking  out  "bbpobtino  op"  in  the  sec- 

18  tion  heading  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "action 

19  on"; 

20  (B)  by  striking  out  the  subsection  heading  for  sub- 

21  section  (a)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Dates  fob 

22  Repobting  and  Pinal  Action. — (1)"; 

23  (C)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  each  place  it  i^ 

24  pears  in  subsection  (a)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ""2- 

25  fiscal-year  budget  period"; 
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1  (D)  by  striking  out  "May  15"  in  subsection  (a) 

2  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "June  1  of  the  odd-num- 

3  bered  year";  and 

4  (E)  by  adding  at  the  end  of  subsection  (a)  the  fol- 

5  lowing  new  paragraph: 

6  "(2)  The  Congress  shall  complete  action  on  all  bills  and 

7  resolutions  directly  or  indirectly  authorizing  the  enactment  of 

8  new  budget  authority  for  a  2-fi8cal-year  budget  period  no 

9  later  than  October  1  of  the  year  preceding  the  year  in  which 

10  such  period  begins.". 

1 1  (2)  The  table  of  contents  in  section  1(b)  of  the  Congres- 

12  sionaJ  Budget  and  Impoundment  Control  Act  of  1974  is 

13  amended  by  striking  out  "Reporting  of  in  the  item  relating 

14  to  section  402  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Action  on". 

15  (n)  Section  605(a)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 

16  1974  is  amended — 

17  (1)  by  striking  put  "each  year  (beginning  with 

18  1975)"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "each  even-num- 

19  bered  year  (beginning  with  1982)"; 

20  (2)  by  striking  out  "the  ensuing  fiscal  year"  and 

21  inserting    in    lieu    thereof    "the    2-fiscal-year   budget 

22  period  beginning  in  the  following  calendar  year";  and 

23  (3)  by  striking  out  "such  ensuing  fiscal  year"  and 

24  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "such  period". 

25  (o)  Section  607  of  such  Act  is  amended — 
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1  (1)  by  striking  out  "for  a  fiscal  year  (beginning 

2  with  the  fiscal  year  commeneing  October  1,  1976)" 

3  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "for  a  fiscal  year  or  a  2- 

4  fiscal-year  budget  period  (beginning  on  or  after  October 

5  1,  1983)";  and 

6  (2)  by  striking  out  "May  15  of  the  year  preceding 

7  the  year  in  which  such  fiscal  year  begins"  and  insert- 

8  ing  in  lieu  thereof  "May  15  of  the  year  preceding  the 

9  year  in  which  the  bills  and  resolutions  setting  forth 

10  such  authorizations  are  to  be  reported  under  section 

11  402". 

12  ADDITIONAL  AMENDMENTS  TO  C0NGBE8SI0NAL  BUDGET 

13  AND  IMPOUNDMENT  CONTBOL  ACT  OF  1974 

14  Sec.  5.  (a)  Section  2  of  the  Congressional  Budget  and 

15  Impoundment  Control  Act  of  1974  (as  amended  by  section 

16  4(a)  of  this  Act)  is  further  amended — 

17  (1)  by  striking  out  "and"  after  the  semicolon  at 

18  the  end  of  paragraph  (4); 

19  (2)  by  redesignating  paragraph  (5)  as  paragraph 

20  (6);  and 

21  (3)  by  inserting  after  paragraph  (4)  the  following 

22  new  paragraph: 

23  "(5)  to  provide  for  the  congressional  determination 

24  biennially  of  the  appropriate  level  of  gross  obligations 

25  for  the  principal  amount  of  direct  loans  and  the  appro- 
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1  priate  level  of  commitments  to  guarantee  loan  princi- 

2  pal;  and''. 

3  (bKl)  Section  3(2)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 

4  out  ''except  that  such  tenn"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

5  "and  includes  the  authority  to  make  direct  loans  but". 

6  (2)  Section  3  of  such  Act  (as  amended  by  paragraph  (1) 

7  of  this  subsection  and  section  4(bK3)  of  this  Act)  is  further 

8  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 

9  paragraph: 

10  "(7)  The  term  'direct  loan'  means  a  disbursement 

11  of  funds  by  the  United  States  or  any  officer  or  agency 

12  thereof  (not  in  exchange  for  goods  or  services)  under  a 

13  contract  whiqh  requires  the  repayment  of  such  funds 

14  with  or  without  interest,  and  in  addition  includes — 

15  "(A)  direct  participation  in  a  loan  made  and 

16  held  by  another  person  or  government; 

17  "(B)  the  purchase  (through  secondary  market 

18  operations)  of  a  loan  made  by  another  person  or 

19  government;  and 

20  "(C)  the  acquisition  of  a  federally  guaranteed 

21  loan  made  by  another  person  or  government,  as 

22  collateral  or  in  satisfaction  of  default  or  other 

23  guarantee  claims.". 

24  (cKl)  Section  202(a)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 

25  1974  is  amended  by  striking  out  "and  (3)"  and  inserting  in 
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1  lieu  thereof  ''(3)  information  with  respect  to  direct  loans  and 

2  guarantees  of  loan  principal,  and  (4)". 

3  (2)  Section  202(f)(1)  of  such  Act  (as  amended  by  section 

4  4(c)  of  this  Act)  is  further  amended  by  striking  out  "and  (BY* 

5  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "(B)  the  levels  of  direct  loans 

6  and  guarantees  of  loan  principal,  and  (C)". 

7  (d)  Section  301(a)  of  such  Act  (as  amended  by  section 

8  4(d)(1)  of  this  Act)  is  further  amended — 

9  (1)  by  striking  out  paragraph  (7); 

10  (2)  by  redesignating  paragraph  (6)  as  paragraph 

11  (8),  and  (in  such  paragraph)  striking  out  the  semicolon 

12  and  "and"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a  period;  and 

13  (3)  by  inserting  after  paragraph  (5)  the  following 

14  new  paragraphs: 

15  "(6)  the  appropriate  level  of  total  gross  obliga- 

16  tions  for  the  principal  amount  of  direct  loans  and  the 

17  appropriate  level  of  total  commitments  to  guarantee 

18  loan  principal; 

19  "(7)  an  estimate  of  gross  obligations  for  the  prin- 

20  cipal  amount  of  direct  loans  and  an  estimate  of  com- 

21  mitments  to  guarantee  loan  principal  for  each  major 

22  functional  category,  based  on  allocations  of  the  appro- 

23  priate  level  of  total  gross  obligations  for  the  principal 

24  amount  of  direct  loans  and  the  appropriate  level  of 

25  total  commitments  to  guarantee  loan  principal;  and". 
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1  (e)  Section  301(b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 

2  follows: 

3  "(b)  Additional  Matters  in  Concubbent  Resolu- 

4  TiON  Prohibited. — It  shall  not  be  in  order  in  the  Senate  or 

5  the  House  of  Eepresentatives  to  consider  any  first  concurrent 

6  resolution  on  the  budget  required  by  this  section  if  such  con«- 

7  current  resolution  on  the  budget  includes  any  matter  other 

8  than  the  matters  described  in  paragraphs  (1)  through  (8)  of 

9  subsection  (a).". 

10  (f)(1)  Section  301(c)(2)  of  such  Act  (as  amended  by  sec- 

11  tion  4(d)(2)  of  this  Act)  is  further  amended — 

12  (A)  by  strikmg  out  **the  estimate"  and  inserting  in 

13  lieu  thereof  "an  estimate";  and 

14  (B)  by  striking  out  *\  and  budget  outlays  resulting 

15  therefrom,"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "and  budget 

16  outlays  resulting  therefrom,  the  total  amounts  of  gross 

17  obligations  for  the  principal  amount  of  direct  loans,  and 

18  the  total  amounts  of  commitments  to  guarantee  loan 

19  principal,". 

20  (2)  Section  301(c)  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by 

21  inserting  after  "1946."  the  following  new  sentence:  "The 

22  Committee  on  Banking,  Finanice  and  Urban  Affairs  of  the 

23  House  of  Kepreseatatives  and  the  Committee  on  Banking, 

24  Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs  of  the  Senate  shall  each  also 

25  submit  to  the  Committee  on  the  Budget  of  its  House  its  rec- 
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1  ommendations  as  to  the  appropriate  level  of  total  gross  obli- 

2  gations  for  the  principal  amount  of  direct  loans  and  the  ap- 

3  propriate  level  of  total  commitments   to  guarantee  loan 

4  principal.". 

5  (gKl)  Section  302(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

6  (A)  by  strikmg  out  "and"  after  "total  budget  out- 

7  lays"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a  comma; 

8  (B)  by  inserting  a  comma  and  "total  gross  obliga- 

9  tions  for  the  principal  amount  of  direct  loans,  and  total 

10  commitments  to  guarantee  loan  principal"  after  "total 

11  new  budget  authority";  and 

12  (C)  by  inserting  "or  authorizing  such  obligations 

13  and  commitments"  after  "such  new  budget  authority". 

14  (2)  Section  302(b)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

15  (A)  by  striking  out  "and"  after  the  semicolon  at 

16  the  end  of  paragraph  (1); 

17  (B)  by  redesignating  paragraph  (2)  as  paragraph 

18  (3);  and 

19  (C)  by  inserting  after  paragraph  (1)  the  following 

20  new  paragraph: 

21  "(2)  the  Committee  on  Appropriations  of  each 

22  House  shaU  also,  after  consulting  with  the  Committee 

23  on  Appropriations  of  the  other  House,  subdivide  among 

24  its  subcommittees  the  allocation  of  gross  obligations  for 

25  the  principal  amount  of  direct  loans  and  the  allocation 
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1  of  commitments  to  guarantee  loan  principal  aUocated 

2  to  it  in  the  joint  explanatory  statement  accompanying 

3  the  conference  report  on  such  concurrent  resolution; 

4  and". 

5  (h)  Section  304  of  such  Act  (as  amended  by  section  4(f) 

6  of  this  Act)  is  further  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof 

7  the  following:  "It  shall  not  be  in  order  in  the  Senate  or  the 

8  House  of  Sepresentatives  to  consider  any  concurrent  resolu- 

9  tion  on  the  budget  revising  a  concurrent  resolution  on  the 

10  budget  for  any  fiscal  year  which  is  adopted  before  the  adop- 

11  tion  of  the  second  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget  re- 

12  quired  for  such  fiscal  year  under  section  310  if  the  concurrent 

13  resolution  making  such  revisions  includes  any  matter  other 

14  than  the  matters  described  in  paragraphs  (1)  through  (6)  of 

15  section  301(a).  It  shall  not  be  in  order  in  the  Senate  or  the 

16  House  of  Sepresentatives  to  consider  any  concurrent  resolu- 

17  tion  on  the  budget  revising  the  second  concurrent  resolution 

18  on  the  budget  required  for  a  fiscal  year  under  section  310  or 

19  any  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget  for  such  fiscal  year 

20  adopted  after  such  second  concurrent  resolution  if  the  concur- 

21  rent  resolution  making  such  revisions  includes  any  matter 

22  other  than  the  matters  described  in  paragraphs  (1)  through 

23  (6)  of  section  301(a)  and  paragraphs  (1)  through  (4)  of  section 

24  310(a).". 
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1  (i)  Section  307(a)  of  such  Act  (as  amended  by  section 

2  4(gKl)  of  this  Act)  is  further  amended — 

3  (A)  by  strikmg  out  "and"  after  "budget  outlays" 

4  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a  comma;  and 

5  (B)  by  inserting  ",  gross  obligations  for  the  princi- 

6  pal  amount  of  direct  loans,  and  conmiitments  to  guar- 

7  antee  loan  principal,"  after  "new  budget  authority". 

8  (j)(l)  Section  308(a)  of  such  Act  (as  amended  by  section 

9  4(hKl)  of  this  Act)  is  further  amended — 

10  (A)  by  striking  out  "and"  after  the  semicolon  in 

11  subparagraph  (B)  of  paragraph  (1); 

12  (B)  by  inserting  after  subparagraph  (C)  of  para- 

13  graph  (1)  the  following  new  subparagraph: 

14  "(D)  how  the  level  of  gross  obligations  for 

15  the  principal  amount  of  direct  loans  and  the  level 

16  of  commitments  to  guarantee  loan  principal  pro- 

17  vided  in  that  bill  or  resolution  compare  with  the 

18  appropriate  level  of  gross  obligations  for  the  prin- 

19  cipal  amount  of  direct  loans  and  the  appropriate 

20  level  of  conmiitments  to  guarantee  loan  principal 

21  set  forth  in  the  most  recently  agreed  to  concur- 

22  rent  resolution  on  the  budget  for  such  fiscal  year 

23  and   the   reports   submitted  under   section   302; 

24  and"; 
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1  (C)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  sub- 

2  paragraph  (B)  of  paragraph  (2)  and  inserting  in  lieu 

3  thereof  a  semicolon  and  "and''; 

4  (D)  by  inserting  after  paragraph  (2)  the  following 

5  new  paragraph: 

6  "(3)  in  the  case  of  a  bill  or  resolution  providing 

7  new  or  increased  commitments  to  guarantee  loan  prin- 

8  cipal — 

9  "(A)  how  the  new  or  increased  commitments 

10  to  guarantee  loan  principal  provided  in  the  bill  or 

11  resolution  will  affect  the  levels  of  loan  guarantees 

12  under  existing  law  as  set  forth  in  the  report  ac- 

13  companying  the  first  concurrent  resolution  on  the 

14  budget  for  such  2-fiscal-year  budget  period,  or,  if 

15  a  report  accompanying  a  subsequently  agreed  to 

16  concurrent  resolution  for  such  period  sets  forth 

17  such  levels,  then  as  set  forth  in  that  report;  and 

18  "(B)  a  projection  for  the  period  of  6  fiscal 

19  years  beginning  with  the  first  fiscal  year  in  such 

20  2-fiscal-year  budget  period,  of  the  outlays  which 

21  will  result  from  that  bill  or  resolution  in  each 

22  fiscal  year  in  such  6-year  period/';  and 

23  (E)  by  striking  "or  (2)(B)"  in  the  last  sentence 

24  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a  comma  and  "(2)(B),  or 

25  (2)(C)". 
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1  (2)  Section  308(b)  of  such  Act  (as  amended  by  section 

2  4(h)(2)  of  this  Act)  is  further  amended — 

3  (A)  by  inserting  "and  commitments  to  guarantee 

4  loan  principal''  after  "new  budget  authority"  in  the 

5  first  sentence  and  in  paragraph  (2); 

6  (B)  by  striking  out  "and"  after  the  semicolon  at 

7  the  end  of  paragraph  (3); 

8  (C)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  para- 

9  graph  (4)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a  semicolon  and 

10  "and";  and 

11  (D)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 

12  new  paragraph: 

13  "(5)  an.  up-to-date  tabulation  comparing  the  gross 

14  obligations  for  the  principal  amount  of  direct  loans  and 

15  the  commitments  to  guarantee  loan  principal  for  such 

16  fiscal  year  in  bills  or  resolutions  on  which  the  Congress 

17  has  completed  action  to  the  gross  obligations  for  the 

18  principal  amount  of  direct  loans  and  the  commitments 

19  to  guarantee  loan  principal  set  forth  in  the  most  re- 

20  cently  agreed  to  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget 

21  for  such  fiscal  year  and  the  reports  submitted  under 

22  section  302.". 

23  (3)  Section  308(cKl)  of  such  Act  (as  amended  by  section 

24  4(hK3)  of  this  Act)  is  further  amended — 
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1  (A)  by  striking  out  "and"  after  "budget  authori- 

2  ty"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a  comma;  and 

3  (B)  by  inserting  a  comma  and  "total  gross  obliga- 

4  tions  for  the  principal  amount  of  direct  loans,  and  total 

5  commitments    to    guarantee    loan    principal"     after 

6  "budget  outlays". 

7  (k)(l)  Section  309  of  such  Act  (as  amended  by  section 

8  4(i)  of  this  Act)  is  further  amended — 

9  (A)  by  inserting  "(a)  CoBfPLBTiON  of  Action 

10  Rbquibbd.— "  before  "Except"; 

11  (B)  by  inserting  "or  specifying  the  level  of  gross 

12  obligations  for  the  principal  amount  of  direct  loans  or 

13  the  level  of  commitments  to  guarantee  loan  principal 

14  for  such  fiscal  year,"  after  "such  year,"  where  it  first 

15  appears  in  paragraph  (1);  and 

16  (C)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 

17  new  subsection: 

18  "(b)  Limitation  on  Enbollment. — Bills  and  resolu- 

19  tions  providing  new  budget  authority  for  any  2-fiscal-year 

20  budget  period  or  new  spending  authority  described  in  section 

21  401(cK2KC)  for  any  2-fi8cal-year  budget  period  shall  not  be 

22  enrolled  until  the  concurrent  resolution  required  to  be  report- 

23  ed  under  section  310(a)  for  such  2-fi8cal-year  budget  period 

24  has  been  agreed  to,  and  if  a  reconciliation  bill  or  reconcili- 

25  ation  resolution,  or  both  are  required  to  be  reported  under 
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1  section  310(c)  for  such  2-fiscaI-year  budget  period,  until  Con- 

2  gress  has  completed  action  on  that  bill  or  resolution,  or 

3  both/'. 

4  (2)  The  section  heading  for  section  309  of  such  Act  is 

5  amended  by  striking  out  "and  certain  new  spending  au- 

6  thobity"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a  conmia  and  "speci- 

7  FYINO  direct  loans   OB  COMMITMENTS   TO   OUABANTEB 

8  LOAN  PBINCIPAL,  OB  PBOVIDING  NEW  SPENDING  AUTHOBI- 

9  TY;  LIMITATION  ON  ENBOLLMENT  OF  CBBTAIN  BILLS  AND 

10  BESOLUTIONS". 

11  (3)  The  item  relating  to  section  309  in  the  table  of  con- 

12  tents  in  section  1(b)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  and  Im- 

13  poundment  Control  Act  of  1974  is  amended  by  striking  out 

14  "and  certain  new  spending  authority''  and  inserting  in  lieu 

15  thereof  a  comma  and  "specifying  direct  loans  or  conunit- 

16  ments  to  guarantee  loan  principal,  or  providing  new  spending 

17  authority;  limitation  on  enrollment  of  certain  bills  and  resolu- 

18  tions". 

19  (1)  Section  31(Xa)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 

20  1974  (as  amended  by  section  4(j)(l)  of  this  Act)  is  further 

21  amended — 

22  (1)  by  striking  out  "or"  after  the  semicolon  at  the 

23  end  of  paragraph  (3); 


S.  1C83— is 


Digitized  by 


Google 


697 

27 

1  (2)  by  redesignatdng  paragraph  (4)  as  paragraph 

2  (5)  and  (in  such  paragraph)  striking  out  "and  (3)"  and 

3  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "(3),  and  (4)''; 

4  (3)  by  inserting  after  paragraph  (3)  the  following 

5  new  paragraph: 

6  "(4)  specify  the  total  amount  by  which  gross  obli- 

7  gations  for  the  principal  amount  of  direct  loans  and  the 

8  total  amount  by  which  commitments  to  guarantee  loan 

9  principal  are  to  be  changed  and  direct  the  committees 

10  having  jurisdiction  to  recommend  such  changes;  or''; 

11  and 

12  (4)  by  inserting  before  the  third  sentence  the  fol- 

13  lowmg:  'It  shall  not  be  in  order  in  the  Senate  or  the 

14  House  of  Representatives  to  consider  any  such  concur- 

15  rent  resolution  which  contains  any  matter  other  than 

16  the  matters  described  in  the  first  two  sentences  of  this 

17  subsection  or  which  directs  any  committee  to  deter- 

18  mine  and  recommend  changes  in  laws,  bills,  and  reso- 

19  lutions  authorizing  the  enactment  of  new  budget  au- 

20  thority  for  any  2-fiscal-year  budget  period.". 

21  (m)  Section  310(eK2)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 

22  out  "20"  and  mserting  in  lieu  thereof  "100". 

23  (n)(l)  Section  311(a)  of  such  Act  (as  amended  by  section 

24  4(k)  of  this  Act)  of  1974  is  further  amended — 
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1  (A)  by  inserting  "specifying  the  level  of  gross  ob- 

2  ligations  for  the  principal  amount  of  direct  loans  or  the 

3  level  of  commitments  to  guarantee  loan  principal  for 

4  such    2-fiscal-year    budget    period,"    after    "effective 

5  during  such  2-fiscal-year  budget  period/'  in  the  matter 

6  preceding  paragraph  (1);  and 

7  (B)  by  inserting  "would  cause  the  appropriate 

8  level  of  gross  obligations  for  the  principal  amount  of 

9  direct  loans  or  the  appropriate  level  of  commitments  to 

10  guarantee  loan  principal  set  forth  in  such  conciurent 

11  resolution  to  be  exceeded/'  after  "exceeded/'  in  the 

12  matter  following  paragraph  (3). 

13  (2)  The  section  heading  of  section  311  of  such  Act 

14  is    amended   by   inserting    a   comma   and    "loans    and 

15  LOAN      GUABANTEE      COMMITMENTS/'      after      "SPENDING 

16  authority". 

17  (3)  The  item  relating  to  section  311  in  the  table  of  con- 

18  tents  in  section  1(b)  of /he  Congressional  Budget  and  Im- 

19  poundment  Control  Act  of  1974  is  amended  by  inserting 

20  "loans  and  loan  guarantee  commitments/'  after  "spending 

21  authority". 

22  (o)  Section  402(a)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 

23  1974  (as  amended  by  section  4(mKl)  of  this  Act)  is  further 

24  amended  by  inserting  "or  which  authorizes  the  guarantee  of 

25  the  repayment  of  indebtedness  incurred  by  another  person  or 
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1  government  for  a  2-fi8cal-year  budget  period/'  after  "for  a  2- 

2  fiscal-year  budget  period/'. 

3  (pXl)  Title  IV  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 

4  end  thereof  the  following  new  sections: 

5  "legislation  providing  AUTHOBITY  to   IfAKB   DIBECT 

6  LOANS  OB  TO  GUABANTEE  THE  BEPATMENT  OF  IN- 

7  DEBTEDNESS 

8  "Sec.  405.  It  shall  not  be  in  order  in  either  the  House 

9  of  Representatives  or  the  Senate  to  consider  any  bill  or  reso- 

10  lution  which  provides,  extends,  or  enlarges  authority  to  incur 

11  obligations  for  the  principal  direct  amount  of  loans  or  guaran- 

12  tee  the  repayment  of  indebtedness  incurred  by  another  person 

13  or  government  (or  any  amendment  which  provides,  extends, 

14  or  enlarges  such  authority)  unless  that  bill,  resolution,  or 

15  amendment  also  provides  that  such  authority  is  to  be  effec- 

16  tive  for  any  fiscal  year  only  to  such  extent  or  in  such 

17  amounts  as  are  provided  in  appropriation  Acts. 

18  "bepobts 

19  "Sec.  406.  (a)(1)  The  reports  required  by  sections 

20  301(c),  302(b),  308(b),  and  308(c)  shall  contain  the  tables 

21  described  in  subsection  (b). 

22  "(2)  Any— 

23  "(A)  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget  reported 

24  by  the  Committee  on  the  Budget  of  the  Senate  or  the 
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1  House  of  Sepresentatives  under  section  301,  304,  or 

2  310  of  this  Act;  and 

3  "(B)  bill  or  resolution  reported  by  a  committee  of 

4  the  Senate  or  the  House  of  Representatives  which  pro- 

5  vides,    modifies,    or   terminates   budget   authority    or 

6  spending  authority  described  in  section  401(cX2XC),  or 

7  which  contains  or  modifies  estimates  of  budget  outlays, 

8  shall  be  accompanied  by  a  report  containing  the  tables  de- 

9  scribed  in  subsection  (b).  The  conference  report  on  any  bill  or 

10  resolution  described  in  clause  (A)  or  (B)  of  the  preceding  sen- 

11  tence  shall  be  accompanied  by  a  joint  statement  of  the  man- 

12  agers  containing  such  tables. 

13  "(b)(1)  The  tables  required  by  subsection  (a)  shall  set 

14  forth  estimates  of  budget  authority,  spending  authority  de- 

15  scribed  in  section  401(c)(2KC),  and  budget  outlays  for  each  of 

16  the  accounts  (to  which  the  report,  bill,  or  resolution  referred 

17  to  in  such  subsection  pertains)  which  are  set  forth  in  the 

18  Budget  Accounts  Listing  contained  in  the  Budget  of  the 

19  United  States  Government  submitted  by  the  President  pursu- 

20  ant  to  section  201(a)  of  the  Budget  and  Accounting  Act, 

21  1921,  during  the  Congress  in  which  the  report  referred  to  in 

22  subsection  (aXD  is  made  or  the  bill  or  resolution  described  in 

23  subsection  (a)(2)  is  reported.  If  any  such  report,  bill,  or  reso- 

24  lution  contains  provisions  involving  budget  authority,  spend- 

25  ing  authority,  or  outlays  for  which  accounts  have  not  been 

S.  KS^'^-is 


Digitized  by 


Google 


601 


31 

1  included  in  such  Budget  Accounts  Listing,  the  estimates 

2  therefor  in  the  table  required  by  this  subsection  shall  be  set 

3  forth  in  account  records  with  account  identification  codes  as- 

4  signed  by  the  Director  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Office. 

5  ''(2)  The  tables  described  in  paragraph  (1)  which  are 

6  required  to  be  included  in  the  reports  required  by  sections 

7  301(c),  302(b),  308(b),  and  308(c),  and  in  the  reports  accom- 

8  panying  any  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget  reported - 

9  under  sections  301,  304,  and  310  shall  also  set  forth  esti- 
10  mates  for  the  budget  authority  and  spending  authority  de- 
ll scribed  in  section  401(c)(2KG)  which  wiU  become  available 

12  without  further  congressional  action  and  estimates  of  the  out- 

13  lays  that  wiU  result  from  such  budget  authority  and  spending 

14  authority.  With  respect  to  the  reports  required  by  sections 

15  301(c)  and  302(b),  the  estimates  described  in  the  preceding 

16  sentence  are  only  required  for  the  accounts  or  portions  of 

17  accounts  relating  to  the  subject  matter  within  the  legislative 

18  jurisdiction  of  the  committee  submitting  the  report.". 

19  (2)  The  table  of  contents  in  section  1(b)  of  the  Congres- 

20  sional  Budget  and  Impoundment  Control  Act  of  1974  is 

21  amended  by  inserting  after  the  item  relating  to  section  404 

22  the  following  new  items: 

"Sec.  405.  Legislation  providing  aathority  to  make  direct  loans  or  to  guarantee  the 

repayment  of  indebtedness. 
"Sec.  406.  Reports.". 
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1  (q)(l)  Section  606  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 

2  1974  is  repealed.  Section  607  of  such  Act  (as  amended  by 

3  section  4(o)  of  this  Act)  is  redesignated  as  section  606. 

4  (2)  The  table  of  contents  in  section  1(b)  of  the  Congres- 

5  sional  Budget  and  Impoundment  Control  Act  of  1974  is 

6  amended  by  striking  out  the  item  relating  to  section  606  and 

7  redesignating  the  item  relating  to  section  607  as  the  item 

8  relating  to  section  606. 

9  (r)(l)  Section  802  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 

10  1974  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

11  "budget  accounts 

12  "Sec.  802.  The  Budget  of  the  United  States  Govem- 

13  ment  submitted  pursuant  to  section  201  of  the  Budget  and 

14  Accounting  Act,  1921,  for  the  2-fi8cal-year  budget  period  be- 

15  ginning  on  October  1,  1984,  and  the  estimates  of  outlays  and 

16  proposed  budget  authority  required  to  be  submitted  under 

17  section  605  of  this  Act  for  such  2-fiscal-year  budget  period/ 

18  shaU  be  set  forth  in  the  same  accounts  which  are  set  forth  in 

19  the  Budget  Accounts  Listing  contained  in  the  Budget  of  the 

20  United  States  (Government  submitted  for  fiscal  year  1982 

21  under  section  201(a)  of  the  Budget  and  Accounting  Act» 

22  1921.  Any  change  in  the  accounts  used  in  the  Budget  of  the 

23  United  States  (Government  submitted  under  section  201(a)  of 

24  the  Budget  and  Accounting  Act,  1921,  for  the  2*fi8cal-year 

25  budget  period  beginning  on  October  1,  1984,  or  any  succeed- 
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1  ing  2-fiscaI-year  budget  period  or  in  the  estimates  of  outlays 

2  and  proposed  budget  authority  required  under  section  605  of 

3  this  Act  for  any  such  2-fiscal-year  budget  period,  from  the 

4  accounts  set  forth  in  the  Budget  Accounts  Listing  contained 

5  in  the  Budget  submitted  under  section  201(a)  of  the  Budget 

6  and  Accounting  Act,  1921,  for  fiscal  year  1932  or  the  pre- 

7  ceding  2-fiscal-year  budget  period,  as  the  case  may  be,  shall 

8  be  made  only  in  consultation  with  the  Committees  on  Appro- 

9  priations,  the  Committees  on  the  Budget,  and  the  committees 

10  having  legislative  jurisdiction  over  the  programs  or  activities 

1 1  which  will  be  affected  by  such  changes.  The  provisions  of  this 

12  section  shall  not  prohibit  the  inclusion  of  new  accounts  in  the 

13  Budget  Accounts  Listing  contained  in  the  Budget  submitted 

14  pursuant  to  section  201(a)  of  the  Budget  and  Accounting 

15  Act,  1921,  solely  for  purposes  of  presenting  estimates  for 

16  new  programs.". 

17  (2)  The  item  relating  to  section  802  in  the  table  of  con- 

18  tents  in  section  1(b)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  and  Ln- 

19  poundment  Control  Act  of  1974  is  amended  to  read  as  fol- 

20  lows: 

"Sec.  802.  Budget  Accounts.". 

21  AMENDMENTS  TO  BUDGET  AND  ACCOUNTING  ACT,  1921 

22  Sec.  6.  (a)(1)  So  much  of  section  201(a)  of  the  Budget 

23  and  Accounting  Act,  1921  (31  U.S.C.  11(a)),  as  precedes 

24  paragraph  (1)  thereof  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
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1  ''(a)  The  President  shall  transmit  to  the  Congress,  by 

2  January  10  of  the  first  session  of  each  Congress  beginning 

3  with  the  Ninety-eighth  Congress,  the  Budget  for  the  2-fiscal- 

4  year  budget  period  (as  defined  in  section  3(6)  of  the  Congres- 

5  sional  Budget  and  Impoundment  Control  Act  of  1974)  begin- 

6  ning  on  October  1  of  the  succeeding  calendar  year.  The 

7  Budget  transmitted  under  this  subsection  shall  include  a  pro- 

8  posed  Budget  for  each  of  the  2  fiscal  years  in  such  period,  the 

9  President's  Budget  Message,  sununary  data  and  text,  and 

10  supporting  detail.  The  Budget  shall  set  forth  in  such  form 

11  and  detail  as  the  President  may  determine  (with  respect  to 

12  each  fiscal  year  in  such  2-fiscal-year  budget  period) — ". 

13  (2)  Section  201(a)(5)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 

14  out  "the  ensuing  fiscal  year  and  projections  for  the  four  fiscal 

15  years  inunediately  following  the  ensuing  fiscal  year"  and  in- 

16  serting  in  lieu  thereof  "each  such  fiscal  year  and  projections 

17  for  the  four  fiscal  years  inunediately  following  the  second 

18  fiscal  year  in  such  2-fi8cal-year  budget  period". 

19  (3)  Section  201(aK6)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 

20  out  "the  ensuing  fiscal  year  and  projections  for  the  four  fiscal 

21  years  inunediately  following  the  ensuing  fiscal  year"  and  in- 

22  serting  in  lieu  thereof  "each  such  fiscal  year  and  projections 

23  for  the  four  fiscal  years  inunediately  following  the  second 

24  fiscal  year  in  such  2-fi8cal-year  budget  period". 
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1  (4)  Section  201(a)(9)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 

2  out  ''fiscal  year"  each  place  it  appears  and  inserting  in  Ueu 

3  thereof  "2-fiscal-year  budget  period". 

4  (5)  Section  201(aK12)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

5  (A)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  in  subparagraph 

6  (A)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "2-fiscal-year  budget 

7  period"; 

8  (B)  by  striking  out  ''each  of  the  four  fiscal  years, 

9  inunediately  following  that  ensuing  fiscal  year"  in  sub- 

10  paragraph  (B)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "each  of  the 

11  four  fiscal  years  inunediately  following  the  second  fiscal 

12  year  in  such  2-fiscal-year  budget  period";  and 

13  (C)  by  striking  out  "and"  after  the  semicolon  in 

14  subparagraph  (B). 

15  (6)  Section  201(a)(13)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

16  (A)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  each  place  it  ap- 

17  pears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "2-fiscal-year  budget 

18  period";  and 

19  (B)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  thereof 

20  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a  semicolon  and  "and". 

21  (7)  Section  201(a)  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by 

22  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

23  "(14)  all  essential  facts  regarding  direct  lending 

24  by  the  Government,  and  guarantees  by  the  Govem- 
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1  ment  of  the  repayment  of  indebtedness  incurred  by  an- 

2  other  person  or  government. 

3  By  January  10  of  the  second  session  of  each  such  Congress 

4  the  President  shall  transmit  to  the  Congress  any  revisions  he 

5  may  desire  to  make  in  the  budget  transmitted  in  the  first 

6  session  of  that  Congress.". 

7  (b)  Section  201(b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 

8  out  ''fiscal  year"  each  place  it  appears  and  inserting  m  lieu 

9  thereof  "2-fiscal-year  budget  period". 

10  (c)  Section  201(c)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

11  (1)  by  striking  out  "the  first  four  fiscal  years"  in 

12  paragraph  (1)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "each  fiscal 

13  year  in  the  first  four  2-fiscal-year  budget  periods"; 

14  (2)  by  striking  out  "ensuing  fiscal  year"  in  such 

15  paragraph  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "ensuing  2- 

16  fiscal-year  budget  period"; 

17  (3)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  years"  in  paragraph  (2) 

18  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "2-fiscal-year  budget  peri- 

19  ods";  and 

20  (4)  by  striking  out  "ensuing  fiscal  year"   each 

21  place  it  appears  in  such  paragraph  and  inserting  in  lieu 

22  thereof  "ensuing  2-fiscal-year  budget  period". 

23  (d)  Section  201(d)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

24  (1)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  and  inserting  in 

25  lieu  thereof  "2-fiscal-year  budget  period"; 
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1  (2)  by  inserting  a  comma  and  ''for  each  fiscal  year 

2  in  such  2-fiscal-year  budget  period,"  after  "separate- 

3  ly";  and 

4  (3)  by  striking  out  ''items  enumerated  in  section 

5  301(a)  (l)-(5)"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "items 

6  enumerated  in  section  301(a)  (l)-(8)". 

7  (e)  Section  201(e)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

8  (1)  by  striking  out  "each  fiscal  year"  and  insert- 

9  ing  in  lieu  thereof  "each  2-fiscal-year  budget  period"; 

10  and 

11  (2)  by  striking  out  "such  fiscal  year"  and  insert- 

12  ing  in  lieu  thereof  "each  fiscal  year  in  such  2-fiscal- 

13  year  budget  period". 

14  (f)  Section  201(f)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

15  (1)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  in  the  matter  pre- 

16  ceding  paragraph  (1)  and  insertmg  in  lieu  thereof  "2- 

17  fiscal-year  budget  period"; 

18  (2)  by  striking  out   "completed  fiscal  year"   in 

19  paragraph  (1)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "completed 

20  2-fiscal-year  budget  period"; 

21  (3)  by  striking  out  "such  fiscal  year"  in  such 

22  paragraph  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "each  fiscal 

23  year  of  such  2-fiscal-year  budget  period";  and 
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1  (4)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  in  paragraph  (2) 

2  and   inserting   in   lieu    thereof   "2-fiscal-year   budget 

3  period"; 

4  (5)  by  striking  out  "such  year"  each  place  it  ap- 

5  pears  in  such  paragraph  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

6  "each  fiscal  year  of  such  2-fiscal-year  budget  period"; 

7  and 

8  (6)  by  striking  out  "year"  each  place  it  appears  in 

9  paragraph  (3)  and  insertmg  in  lieu  thereof  "years". 

10  (g)  Section  201(g)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

11  (1)  by  striking  out  "the  ensuing  fiscal  year"  m  the 

12  first  sentence  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "each  fiscal 

13  year  of  the  ensuing  2-fiscal-year  budget  period";  and 

14  (2)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  each  place  it  ap- 

15  pears  in  the  last  sentence  and  inserting  in  Ueu  thereof 

16  "2-fiscal-year  budget  period". 

17  (h)  Section  201(h)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 

18  out  "fiscal  year"  each  place  it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu 

19  thereof  "2-fiscal-year  budget  period". 

20  (i)  Section  201(i)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

21  (1)  by  striking  out  "each  fiscal  year"  and  insert- 

22  ing  in  lieu  thereof  "each  2-fiscal-year  budget  period"; 

23  and 
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1  (2)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year  ending  September 

2  30,  1979"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  **2-fiscal-year 

3  budget  period  beginning  October  1,  1984". 

4  (j)  Section  201  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by  adding 

5  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

6  "<k)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  the 

7  President  shall  include  in  the  Budget  submitted  under  subsec- 

8  tion  (a)  proposed  budget  authority,  direct  loans,  and  commit- . 

9  ments  to  guarantee  loan  principal,  and  estimates  of  outlays 

10  and  receipts  for  all  activities  of  all  departments,  establish- 

11  ments,  and  instrumentalities  of  the  Federal  Government, 

12  except  Government-sponsored  corporations  to  the  extent  fi- 

13  nanced  by  wholly  private  funds.". 

14  (k)  Section  206  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  inserting 

15  immediately  before  the  period  a  comma  and  "or  at  the  re- 

16  quest  of  a  committee  of  either  House  of  Congress.  Such  esti- 

17  mates,  requests,  and  reconmiendations  submitted  pursuant  to 

18  a  request  of  either  House  of  Congress  or  a  committee  of 

19  either  House  of  Congress  shall  not  be  submitted  until  after 

20  the  day  on  which  the  President  transmits  the  Budget  to  the 

21  Congress  imder  section  201  of  this  Act  for  the  2-fiscal-year 

22  budget  period". 


S.  1683—18 


Digitized  by 


Google 


610 


40 

1  AMENDMENTS  TO  THE  LBOISLATIVB  BEOBOANIZATION 

2  ACT  OF  1946 

3  Sec.  7.  Section  136  of  the  Legislative  Reorganization 

4  Act  of  1946  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

5  ''Sec.  136.  (a)  In  order  to  assist  the  Senate  and  the 

6  House  of  Representatives  in — 

7  "(1)  their  analysis,  appraisal,  and  evaluation  of 

8  the  application,  administration,  and  execution  of  the 

9  laws  enacted  by  the  Congress,  and 

10  ''(2)  their  formulation,  consideration,  and  enact- 

11  ment  of  such  modifications  of  or  changes  in  those  laws, 

12  and  of  such  additional  legislation,  as  may  be  necessary 

13  or  appropriate, 

14  each  standing  committee  of  the  Senate  and  the  House  of 

15  Representatives  (except  the  Conmiittees  on  Appropriations, 

16  the  Committees  on  the  Budget,  the  House  Conmiittee  on 

17  House  Administration,  the  House  Committee  on  Rules,  and 

18  the  House  Committee  on  Standards  of  Official  Conduct)  shall 

19  review  and  study,  on  a  continuing  basis,  the  application,  ad- 

20  ministration,  and  execution  of  those  laws,  or  parts  of  laws, 

21  the  subject  matter  of  which  is  within  the  jurisdiction  of  that 

22  committee. 

23  "(b)  Dming  the  period  beginning  on  the  15th  day  after 

24  the  Congress  meets  in  each  odd-numbered  year  and  ending 

25  October  1  of  the  following  even-numbered  year,  each  stand- 
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1  ing  committee  of  the  House  of  Representatives  and  the 

2  Senate,  to  which  subsection  (a)  applies,  shall  review  and 

3  study — 

4  **(1)    the    application,    administration,    execution, 

5  and  effectiveness  of  those  laws  (or  parts  of  laws)  the 

6  subject  matter  of  which  is  within  the  jurisdiction  of 

7  that  committee,  and 

8  *'(2)  the  organization  and  operation  of  the  Federal 

9  agencies  and  entities  having  responsibilities  in  or  for 

10  the  administration  and  execution  thereof, 

11  in  order  to  determine  whether  such  laws  and  the  programs 

12  thereunder  are  being  implemented  and  carried  out  in  accord- 

13  ance  with  the  intent  of  the  Congress  and  whether  such  pro- 

14  grams  should  be  continued,  modified,  or  eliminated.  In  addi- 

15  tion,  each  such  committee  (during  such  period)  shall  review 

16  and  study  any  conditions  or  circumstances  which  may  indi- 

17  cate  the  necessity  or  desirability  of  enacting  new  or  addition- 

18  al    legislation    within    the   jurisdiction   of   that   committee 

19  (whether  or  not  any  bill  or  resolution  has  been  introduced 

20  with  respect  thereto).  The  findings  and  determinations  made 

21  by  each  such  committee  as  a  result  of  its  oversight  activities 

22  under  this  section  in  any  year  shall  be  reported  to  the  House 

23  of  Representatives  or  the  Senate  no  later  than  October  1  of 

24  such  even-numbered  year,  and  shall  constitute  the  basis  for 
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1  such  committee's  legislative  work  during  the  succeeding 

2  Congress. 

3  "(c)  To  assist  a  standing  committee  in  carrying  out  its 

4  responsibilities  under  this  section,  the  head  of  each  Federal 

5  agency  which  administers  the  laws  or  parts  of  laws  under  the 

6  jurisdiction  of  such  committee  shall  provide  to  each  legisla- 

7  tive  committee  of  the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Eepresenta- 

8  tives  having  legislative  jurisdiction  over  such  program,  such 

9  studies,  information,  analyses,  reports,  and  assistance  as  the 

10  committee  may  request. 

11  "(dXl)  Upon  request  made  by  the  chairman  of  a  com- 

12  mittee  of  the  Senate  or  House  of  Eepresentatives  or  a  joint 

13  committee  of  Congress,  the  head  of  any  agency  shall  furnish, 

14  without  charge,  to  such  committee  or  joint  conmiittee,  com- 

15  puter  tapes  or  discs,  together  with  explanatory  documenta- 

16  tion,  containing  information — 

17  ''(A)  received,  compiled,  or  maintained  by  the 

18  agency  as  part  of  the  operation  or  administration  of  a 

19  program;  or 

20  "(B)  specifically  compiled  pursuant  to  such  a  re- 

21  quest  in  support  of  a  review  of  a  program. 

22  "(2)  The  Conunittee  on  House  Administration  of  the 

23  House  of  Eepresentatives  and  the  Committee  on  Kules  and 

24  Administration  of  the  Senate  shall  prescribe  rules  and  regula- 
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1  tions  for  their  respective  Houses  which  will  minimize  dupli- 

2  cation  of  requests  imder  paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection.". 

3  BFFBCTIVB  DATB 

4  Sec.  8.  The  provisions  of  this  Act  and  the  amendments 

5  made  by  this  Act  shall  take  effect  the  first  day  of  the  Ninety- 

6  eighth  Congress,  except  that — 

7  (1)  the  amendments  made  by  section  4(n)  of  this 

8  Act  shall  take  effect  on  November  9,  1982;  and 

9  (2)  the  provisions  of  section  8  of  this  Act  shall 

10  take  effect  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

11  FISCAL  YBAB  1984 

12  Sec.  9.  (a)  Notwithstanding  the  amendments  made  by 

13  sections  3,  4,  5,  and  6  of  this  Act,  the  President  shall  submit 

14  to  the  Congress  a  budget  for  fiscal  year  1984,  and  the  esti- 

15  mates  of  outlays  and  proposed  budget  authority  that  would 

16  have  been  required  imder  section  605  of  the  Congressional 

17  Budget  Act  of  1974  (as  such  section  was  in  effect  on  Novem- 

18  ber  8,  1982).  The  provisions  of  section  201(a)  of  the  Budget 

19  and  Accounting  Act,  1921,  (as  such  provisions  were  in  effect 

20  on  the  day  before  the  effective  date  of  this  Act)  shall  apply  to 

21  the  submission  by  the  President  of  the  budget  for  fiscal  year 

22  1984.  The  provisions  of  section  605  of  the  Congressional 

23  Budget  Act  of  1974  (as  such  provisions  were  in  effect  on 

24  November  8,  1982)  shall  apply  with  respect  to  the  submis- 

25  sion  of  such  estimates  by  the  President. 
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1  (b)  Notwithstanding  the  amendments  made  by  sections 

2  3,  4,  5,  and  6  of  this  Act,  the  Congress  shall  complete  action 

3  on  the  concurrent  resolutions  on  the  budget  that  would  have 

4  been  required  for  fiscal  year  1984  under  t)ie  provisions  of  the 

5  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974  as  such  provisions  were  in 

6  effect  on  the  day  before  the  effective  date  of  this  Act.  The 

7  provisions  of  the  Congressional  Budget  and  Impoundment 

8  Control  Act  of  1974  (as  such  provisions  were  in  effect  on  the 

9  day  before  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act)  shall  apply  with 

10  respect  to  concurrent  resolutions  on  the  budget  for  fiscal  year 

1 1  1984,  bills  and  resolutions  providing  new  budget  authority  or 

12  new  spending  authority  for  fiscal  year  1984,  and  bills  and 

13  resolutions  authorizing  the  enactment  of  new  budget  authori- 

14  ty  for  fiscal  year  1984,  except  that — 

15  (1)  the  provisions  of  section  301(b)  of  such  Act  (as 

16  such  provisions  were  in  effect  on  the  day  before  the  ef- 

17  fective  date  of  this  Act)  shall  not  apply  with  respect  to 

18  fiscal  year  1984; 

19  (2)  it  shall  not  be  in  order  in  the  Senate  or  the 

20  House  of  Representatives  to  consider  any  first  ooncur- 

21  rent  resolution  on  the  budget  for  fiscal  year  1984  re- 

22  quired  by  section  301  of  such  Act  (as  such  section  was 

23  in  effect  on  the  day  before  the  date  of  enactment  of 

24  this  Act)  if  such  concurrent  resolution  includes  any 
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1  matter  other  than  the  matters  described  m  paragraphs 

2  (1)  through  (6)  of  subsection  (a)  of  such  section; 

3  (3)  it  shall  not  be  in  order  in  the  Senate  or  the 

4  House  of  Representatives  to  consider  any  concurrent 

5  resolution  on  the  budget  under  section  304  of  such  Act 

6  (as  such  section  was  in  effect  on  the  day  before  the 

7  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act)  revising  a  concurrent 

8  resolution  on  the  budget  for  fiscal  year  1984  which  is 

9  adopted  before  the  adoption  of  the  second  concurrent 

10  resolution  on  the  budget  required  for  such  fiscal  year 

11  under  section  310  of  such  Act  (as  such  section  was  in 

12  effect  on  the  day  before  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 

13  Act)  if  a  concurrent  resolution  making  such  revisions 

14  includes  any  matters  other  than  the  matters  described 

15  in  paragraphs  (1)  through  (6)  of  section  301(a)  of  such 

16  Act  (as  such  section  was  in  effect  on  the  day  before 

17  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act); 

18  (4)  it  shall  not  be  in  order  in  the  Senate  or  the 

19  House  of  Representatives  to  consider  any  concurrent 

20  resolution  on  the  budget  imder  section  304  of  such  Act 

21  (as  such  section  was  in  effect  on  the  day  before  the 

22  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act)  revising  the  second  con-- 

23  current  resolution  on  the  budget  required  for  fiscal  year 

24  1984  under  section  310  of  such  Act  (as  such  section 

25  was  in  effect  on  the  day  before  the  date  of  enactment 
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1  of  this  Act)  or  any  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget 

2  adopted  after  the  second  concurrent  resolution  if  the 

3  concurrent  resolution  making  such  revisions  includes 

4  any  matter  other  than  the  matters  described  in  para- 

5  graphs  (1)  through  (6)  of  section  301(a)  of  such  Act  (as 

6  such  section  was  in  effect  on  the  day  before  the  date  of 

7  enactment  of  this  Act)  and  paragraphs  (1)  through  (4) 

8  of  section  31(Xa)  of  such  Act  (as  such  section  was  in 

9  effect  on  the  day  before  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 

10  Act); 

11  (5)  bills  and  resolutions  providing  new  budget  au- 

12  thority  for  any  fiscal  year  or  new  spending  authority 

13  described  in  section  401(cK2KC)  of  such  Act  for  fiscal 

14  year  1984  shall  not  be  enroUed  untU  the  concurrent 

15  resolution  required  to  be  reported  under  section  31(Ka) 

16  of  such  Act  (as  such  section  was  in  effect  on  the  day 

17  before  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act)  for  such  fiscal 

18  year  has  been  agreed  to,  and  if  a  reconciliation  bill  or 

19  reconciliation  resolution,  or  both,  are  required  to  be  re- 

20  ported  under  section  31(Xc)  of  such  Act  (as  such  sec- 

21  tion  was  in  effect  on  the  day  before  the  date  of  enact- 

22  ment  of  this  Act)  for  such  fiscal  year,  untU  Congress 

23  has  completed  action  on  that  bill  or  resolution,  or  both; 

24  (6)  it  shall  not  be  in  order  in  the  Senate  or  the 

25  House  of  Eepresentatives  to  consider  any  concurrent 
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1  resolution  on  the  budget  required  under  section  310(a) 

2  of  such  Act  (as  such  section  was  in  effect  on  the  day 

3  before  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act)  which  con- 

4  tains  any  matters  other  than  the  matters  described  in 

5  the  first  two  sentences  of  such  section  or  which  directs 

6  any  conmiittee  to  determine  and  recommend  changes 

7  in  laws,  bills,  and  resolutions  authorizing  the  enact- 

8  ment  of  new  budget  authority  for  fiscal  year  1984; 

9  (7)  section  405  of  such  Act,  as  added  by  section 

10  5(p)  of  this  Act,  shall  apply  with  respect  to  fiscal  year 

11  1984;  and 

12  (8)  section  802  of  such  Act,  as  amended  by  sec- 

13  tion  5(r)  of  this  Act,  shall  apply  with  respect  to  fiscal 

14  year  1984. 
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97th  congress 
2i>  Session 


S.2864 


To  provide  for  a  two-year  Federal  budget  cycle,  and  for  other  purposes. 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

August  19  (legislative  day,  August  17),  1982 

Mr.  FoBD  (for  himself  and  Mr.  (^uatlb)  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was 

read  twice  and  held  at  the  desk  by  unanimous  consent 


A  BILL 


To  provide  for  a  two-year  Federal  budget  cycle,  and  for  other 

purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  arid  House  of  Repreaenta- 

2  lives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled^ 

3  That,  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Budget  Procedures  Im- 

4  provement  Act  of  1982". 

5  FINDINOS  AND  PURPOSE 

6  Sec.  2.  (a)  The  Congress  finds  and  declares  that  the 

7  present  annual  Federal  budgeting  process — 

8  (1)  allows  msufficient  time  for  the  fulfilhnent  by 

9  the  Congress  of  its  legislative  and  oversight  responsi- 
10           bilities; 
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1  (2)  allows  insufficient  time  for  the  review  and  con- 

2  sideration  by  the  Congress  of  authorizing  legislation, 

3  budget  resolutions,  and  appropriation  bills  and  resolu- 

4  tions  and  other  spending  measures; 

5  (3)  allows  insufHcient  time  for  the  evaluation  of 

6  costly  and  complicated  Federal  programs,  and  thereby 

7  contributes  to  the  imrestrained  growth  of  the  Federal 

8  budget;  and 

9  (4)  allows  insufficient  time  for  agencies  and  State 

10  and  local  governments  to  plan  for  the  implementation 

11  of  programs. 

12  (b)  It  is  the  purpose  of  this  Act  to  establish  a  more  thor- 

13  ough  and  timely  process  for  the  adoption  of  the  Federal 

14  budget  by — 

15  (1)  establishing  a  two-year  cycle  for  the  adoption 

16  of  the  budget; 

17  (2)  requiring  the  separate  and  distinct  considera- 

18  tion  of  authorizing  legislation,  the  budget,  and  appro- 

19  priation  bills  and  resolutions  and  other  spending  meas- 

20  ures  and  thereby  allowing  full  evaluation  of  the  need 

21  for  and  the  merits  and  costs  of  the  various  programs 

22  and  agencies  of  the  Federal  Government; 

23  (3)  strengthening  congressional  procedures  for  the 

24  consideration  of  budget  resolutions,  reconciliation  biUs 
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1  and  resolutions,  appropriation  bills  and  resolutions,  and 

2  other  measures  providing  spending  authority;  and 

3  (4)  strengthening  the  requirement  for  eongression- 

4  al  oversight  of  Federal  in*ograms  by  authorizing  com- 

5  mittees. 

6  REVISION  OF  TDfBTABLE 

7  Sec.  3.  Section  300  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 

8  1974  is  amended  to  read  as  foUows: 

9  "timetable 

10  "Sec.  300.  The  timetable  with  respect  to  the  Oongres- 

11  sionaJ  budget  process  for  any  Congress  G)eginning  with  the 

12  Ninety-eighth  Congress)  is  as  foUows: 

'Tint  Sestioii 

"On  or  before:  Actioii  to  be  completed: 

November  10  (of  the  preceding    President  submits  current  services  budget  for  the 
year).  2-fiscal-year  budget  period  beginning  in  the  suc- 

ceeding even-numbered  year. 
January  15 President  submits  his  budget  for  the  2-fiscaI-year 

budget  period  beginnmg  m  the  suooeeding  cal- 
endar year. 
April  15 Gongressiona]  Budget  Office  submits  report  to 

Budget  Committees  with  respect  to  the  2-fiscaI- 

year  budget  period. 
May  15 Committees  and  joint  conmiittees  submit  reports  to 

Budget  Committees  with  respect  to  the  2-fiscaI- 

year  budget  period. 
June  15 Budget  Committees  report  first  concurrent  resob- 

tion  on  the  budget  for  the  2-fiscaI-year  budget 

period  to  their  Houses. 
July  1 Committees  report  bills  and  resolutions  authoriiing 

new    budget    authority    for    the    2-fiical-year 

budget  period. 
July  31 Congress  completes  action  on  the  first  conearrent 

resohition  on  the  budget  for  the  2-fiacal-year 

budget  period. 
September  15 Committees  report  allocations  of  the  first  ooncur- 

rent  resolution  on  the  budget  among  programs 

within  their  jurisdiction. 
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"First  Session — Continued 

December  1 Congress  completes  action  on  bills  and  resolutions 

authorizing  new  budget  authority  for  the  2- 
fiscal-year  budget  period 
"Second  Session 
"On  or  before:  Action  to  be  completed: 

January  15 President  submits  revised  budget  for  the  2-fiscal- 

year  budget  period. 

March  31 House    committees    report   bills    providing   new 

budget  authority  and  new  spending  authority  for 
the  2-fiscal-year  budget  period. 

March  31 Congressional   Budget   Office   submits   report  to 

Budget  Committees  with  respect  to  the  2-fiscal- 
year  budget  period. 

April  15 Senate   committees   report   bills   providing   new 

budget  authority  and  new  spending  authority  for 
the  2-fiscal-year  budget  period. 

June  15 Budget  Committees  report  second  required  concur- 
rent resolution  on  the  budget  for  the  2-fiscal- 
year  budget  period  to  their  Houses. 

July  15 Congress  completes  action  on  bills  and  resolutions 

providing  new  budget  authority  and  new  spend- 
ing authority  for  the  2-fiscal-year  budget  period. 

August  1 Congress  completes  action  on  second  required  con- 
current resolution  on  the  budget  for  the  2-fiscal- 
year  budget  period. 

September  25 Congress  completes  action  on  the  reconciliation 

bill  or  resolution,  or  both,  implementing  the 
second  required  concurrent  resolution  on  the 
budget  for  the  2-fiscal-year  budget  period. 

October  1 2-fi8cal-year  budget  period  begins.". 


1  TWO-YBAB  CYCLE  FOB  CONOBE8SIONAL  BUDGET  PBOCESS 

2  Sec  4.  (a)  Section  2(2)  of  the  Congressional  Budget 

3  and  Impoundment  Control  Act  of  1974  is  amended  by  strik- 

4  ing  out  "each  year"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "biennial- 

5  ly". 

6  (bKl)  Section  3(4)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 

7  out  "fiscal  year"  each  place  it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu 

8  thereof  "2-fi8cal-year  budget  period". 
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1  (2)  Section  3  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by  adding 

2  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  paragraph: 

3  "(6)  The  term  '2-fi8cal-year  budget  period'  means 

4  the  period  of  2  consecutive  fiscal  years  beginning  on 

5  October  1  of  any  even-numbered  year.". 

6  (c)(1)  Section  202(f)(1)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act 

7  of  1974  is  amended — 

8  (A)  by  striking  out  "April  1  of  each  year"  and  in- 

9  serting  in  lieu  thereof  "April  15  of  each  odd-numbered 

10  year"; 

11  (B)  by  striking  out  "the  fiscal  year  commencing 

12  on  October  1  of  that  year"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

13  "each  fiscal  year  in  the  succeeding  2-fiscal-year  budget 

14  period", 

15  (C)  by  striking  out  "such  fiscal  year"  the  first 

16  place  it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "such  2- 

17  fiscal-year  budget  period";  and 

18  (D)  by  striking  out  "such  fiscal  year"  the  second 

19  place  it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "each 

20  fiscal  year  in  such  2-fiscal-year  budget  period". 

21  (2)  Section  202(f)  of  such  Act  is  further  amended — 

22  (A)  by  striking  out  "paragraph  (1)"  in  paragraph 

23  (2)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "paragraphs  (1)  and 

24  (2)"; 
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1  (B)  by  redesignating  paragraph  (2)  as  paragraph 

2  (3);  and 

3  (C)  by  inserting  after  paragraph  (1)  the  following 

4  new  paragraph: 

5  "(2)  On  March  31  of  each  even-numbered  year,  the  Di- 

6  rector  shall  transmit  to  the  Conunittees  on  the  Budget  of  the 

7  House  of  Representatives  and  the  Senate  such  revisions  of 

8  the  report  required  by  paragraph  (1)  as  may  be  necessary  due 

9  to  changing  economic  conditions  .and  due  to  any  revisions  in 

10  the  Budget  transmitted  by  the  President  to  the  Congress  on 

11  January  15  of  that  year  under  the  last  sentence  of  section 

12  201(a)  of  the  Budget  and  Accounting  Act,  1921.". 

13  (dKl)  Section  301(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

14  (A)  by  striking  out  "May  15"  in  the  subsection 

15  heading  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "July  31  of  Each 

16  Odd-Numbered  Year"; 

17  (B)  by  striking  out  "May  15  of  each  year"  in  the 

18  Hrst  sentence  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "July  31  of 

19  each  odd-numbered  year"; 

20  (G)  by  striking  out  "the  fiscal  year  beginning  on 

21  October  1  of  such  year"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

22  "the  2-fiscal-year  budget  period  beginning  on  October 

23  1  of  the  succeeding  year";  and 

24  (D)  by  inserting  a  comma  and  "for  each  fiscal 

25  year  in  such  period"  after  "set  forth". 
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1  (2)  Section  301(a)(7)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  insert- 

2  ing  "except  as  provided  in  subsection  (bK2),"  before  such 

3  other  matters. 

4  (3)  Section  301(b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 

5  follows: 

6  "(b)  Additional  Mattbbs  in  Concubbbnt  Resolu- 

7  TION. — 

8  "(1)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (2)  the  first 

9  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget  may  also  require 

10  any  other  procedure  which  is  considered  appropriate  to 

11  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  Act. 

12  "(2)  It  shall  not  be  in  order  in  the  Senate  or  the 

13  House  of  Representatives  to  consider  any  first  concur- 

14  rent  resolution  on  the  budget — 

15  "(A)  which  directs  any  committee  to  deter- 

16  mine  and  reconunend  changes  in  bills,  laws,  or 

17  resolutions;  or 

18  "(B)  which  includes  any  matter  with  respect 

19  to  any  subject  other  than  budget  outlays,  budget 

20  authority,  the  surplus  or  deficit  in  the  budget,  rev- 

21  enues  (including  off-setting  receipts  and  off-setting 

22  collections),  or  the  level  of  the  public  debt.". 

23  (4)  Section  301(c)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 
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1  (A)  by  striking  out  "March  15  of  each  year"  in 

2  the  matter  preceding  paragraph  (1)  and  inserting  in 

3  lieu  thereof  "May  15  of  each  odd-numbered  year"; 

4  (B)  by  striking  out  "the"  the  second  place  it  ap- 

5  pears  in  paragraph  (2)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

6  "an";  and 

7  (G)  by  striking  out  "the  fiscal  year  beginning  on 

8  October  1  of  such  year"  in  paragraph  (2)  and  inserting 

9  in  lieu  thereof  "each  fiscal  year  in  the  2-fiscal-year 

10  budget  period  beginning  on  October  1  of  the  succeed- 

11  ingyear". 

12  (5)  Section  301(d)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

13  (A)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  in  the  first  sen- 

14  tence  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "2-fiscal-year  budget 

15  period"; 

16  (B)  by  striking  out  "April  15  of  each  year"  in  the 

17  third  sentence  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "June  15  of 

18  each  odd-numbered  year"; 

19  (C)  by  striking  out  "the  fiscal  year  beginning  on 

20  October  1  of  such  year"  in  the  third  sentence  and  in- 

21  serting  in  lieu  thereof  "the  2-fiscal-year  budget  period 

22  beginning  on  October  1  of  the  succeeding  year"; 

23  (D)  by  striking  out  "five"  in  paragraph  (6)  and  in- 

24  serting  in  lieu  thereof  "four"; 
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1  (E)  by  strikmg  out  "such  fiscal  year"  in  para- 

2  graph  (6)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "the  first  fiscal 

3  year  of  such  2-fiscal-year  budget  period,";  and 

4  (F)  by  striking  out  "such  period"  in  paragn^h  (6) 

5  and   inserting  in  lieu   thereof  "such   four-fiscal-year 

6  period". 

7  (6)  Section  301(e)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

8  (A)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  each  place  it  ap- 

9  pears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "2-fiscal-year  budget 

10  period";  and 

11  (B)  by  striking  out  "set  for"  in  paragraph  (1)  and 

12  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "set  forth". 

13  (eKD  Section  302(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

14  (A)    by    inserting    "for    a    2-fiscal-year    budget 

15  period"  after  "budget"  the  first  place  i(  appears;  and 

16  (B)  by  inserting  "for  each  fiscal  year  in  such  2- 

17  fiscal-year  budget  period"  after  "estimated  allocation". 

18  (2)  The  last  sentence  of  section  302(b)  of  such  Act  is 

19  amended — 

20  (A)  by  striking  out  "Each"  and  insertmg  in  lieu 

21  thereof  "By  September  15  of  each  odd-numbered  year, 

22  each";  and 

23  (B)  by  striking  out  "promptly". 

24  (0(1)  Section  303(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 
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1  (A)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  each  place  it  ap- 

2  pears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ''2-fiscal-year  budget 

3  period";  and 

4  (B)  by  striking  out  ''such  year"  and  inserting  in 

5  lieu  thereof  "such  period". 

6  (2)  Section  303(b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 

7  out  "fiscal  year"  each  place  it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu 

8  thereof  "2-fiscal-year  budget  period". 

9  (g)  Section  304  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

10  (1)  by  striking  out  "of"  the  second  place  it  ap- 

11  pears  in  the  section  heading  and  inserting  in  lieu  there- 

12  of  "ON"; 

13  (2)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  the  first  two 

14  places  it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "2-fiscal- 

15  year  budget  period"; 

16  (3)  by  striking  out  "for  such  fiscal  year"; 

17  (4)  by  inserting  before  the  period  "for  such  2- 

18  fiscal-year  budget  period";  and 

19  (5)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

20  "Prior  to  the  adoption  of  the  second  concurrent  resolu- 

21  tion  on  the  budget  required  for  a  2-fiscal-year  budget 

22  period  under  section  310(a),  it  shall  not  be  in  order  in 

23  the  Senate  or  the  House  of  Representatives  to  consider 

24  any  concurrent  resolution  oo  the  budget  revising  the 

25  most  recently  agreed  to  concurrent  resolution  on  the 
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1  budget  for  such  2-fiscal-year  budget  period  if  the  eon- 

2  current  resolution  making  such  revisions — 

3  "(1)  directs  any  committee  to  determine  and  rec- 

4  onmiend  changes  in  bills,  laws,  or  resolutions;  or 

5  '*(2)  includes  any  matter  with  respect  to  any  sub- 

6  ject  other  than  budget  outlays,  budget  authority,  the 

7  surplus  or  deficit  in  the  budget,  revenues  (including  off- 

8  setting  receipts  and  offsetting  coUections),  or  the  level 

9  of  the  public  debt.". 

10  (h)  Section  305  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out 

1 1  ''fiscal  year"  each  place  it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu  there- 

12  of  "2-fiscal-year  budget  period"'. 

13  (i)(l)  Section  307  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

14  (A)  by  striking  out  the  section  heading  and  insert- 

15  ing  m  lieu  thereof  "coBonrTBB  action  on  appbo- 

16  PBIATION  AND  OTHEB  SPENDING  BILLS"; 

17  •  (B)  by  insertmg  "(a)  Committeb  Action  on 

18  Rboulab      Appbopbiations      Bills. — "      before 

19  "Pbiob"; 

20  (C)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  and  inserting  in 

21  lieu  thereof  "2-fi8cal-year  budget  period"; 

22  (D)  by  striking  out  "that  year"  each  place  it  ap- 

23  pears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "that  2-fi8cal-year 

24  «       budget  period";  and 
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1  (E)  by  inserting  "for  each  fiscal  year  in  that  2- 

2  fiscal-year  budget  period"  after  ''committee's  recom- 

3  mendations"; 

4  (F)  by  striking  out  "as"  before  "set  forth"; 

5  (G)  by  inserting  "for  each  such  fiscal  year"  before 

6  "in  the  most  recently";  and 

7  (H)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 

8  new  subsection: 

9  "(b)  Rbpobtino  of  Cbbtain  Mbasubbs. — 

10  "(1)  AU  bills  and  resolutions  providing  budget  au- 

11  thority    or    spending   authority    described   in    section 

12  401(c)(2KC)  for  any  2-fiscal-year  budget  period — 

13  "(A)  shall  be  reported  to  the  House  of  Rep- 

14  resentatives  no  later  than  March  31  of  the  year  in 

15  which  such  period  begins;  and 

16  "(B)  shall  be  reported  to  the  Senate  no  later 

17  than  April  15  of  the  year  in  which  such  period 

18  begins. 

19  "(2)  If  a  committee  of  the  House  of  Representa- 

20  tives  or  the  Senate  determines  that  a  waiver  of  para- 

21  graph  (1)  is  necessary  with  respect  to  any  bill  or  reso- 

22  lution  providing  supplemental  appropriations  for  any 

23  period,  such  committee  may  report,  and  the  House  or 

24  Senate  may  consider  and  adopt,  a  resolution  waiving 
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1  the  application  of  such  paragraph  in  the  case  of  such 

2  bill  or  resolution.". 

3  (2)  The  table  of  contents  m  section  1(b)  of  the  Gongres- 

4  sional  Budget  and  Impoundment  Control  Act  of  1974  is 

5  amended  by  striking  out  the  item  relating  to  section  307  and 

6  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following  new  item: 

"Sec.  307.  Committee  action  on  appropriation  and  other  spending  bills.". 

7  (])(1)  Section  308  (a)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 

8  1974  is  amended — 

9  (A)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  in  the  matter 

10  preceding  paragraph  (1)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

11  "2-fiscal-year  budget  period"; 

12  (B)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  in  paragraph 

13  (1)(A)    and    inserting    in    lieu    thereof    "2-fi8cal-year 

14  budget  period"; 

15  (C)  by  inserting  "for  each  fiscal  year  in  such  2- 

16  fiscal-year  budget  period"  after  "resolution"  the  first 

17  place  it  appears  in  paragraph  (IKA); 

18  (D)  by  inserting  "for  each  such  fiscal  year"  after 

19  "set  forth"  in  paragraph  (1)(A); 

20  (E)  by  inserting  a  comma  after  "projection"  in 

21  paragraph  (1)(B); 

22  (F)  by  striking  out  "5"  in  paragraph  (IKB)  and 

23  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "4"; 
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1  (O)  by  strikmg  out  "such  fiscal  year''  in  para- 

2  graph  (IKB)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  'Hhe  first 

3  fiscal  year  of  such  2-fi8cal-year  budget  period/'; 

4  (H)  by  striking  out  "such  period"  in  paragraph 

5  (IKB)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "such  4-fiscal-year 

6  period"; 

7  (I)  by  inserting  "for  each  fiscal  year  in  such  2- 

8  fiscal-year   budget    period"    after    "governments"    in 

9  paragraph  (IKC); 

10  (J)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  in  paragraph 

1 1  (2)(A)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "period"; 

12  (E)  by  inserting  "for  each  fiscal  year  in  such  2- 

13  fiscal-year  budget  period"  after  "tax  expenditures"  the 

14  second  place  it  appears  in  paragraph  (2KA); 

15  (L)  by  striking  out  "such  year"   in  paragraph 

16  (2KA)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "such  period"; 

17  (M)  by  inserting  a  conuna  after  "projection"  in 

18  paragraph  (2)(B); 

19  (N)  by  striking  out  "5"  in  paragraph  (2)(B)  and 

20  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "4"; 

21  (0)  by  striking  out  "such  fiscal  year"  in  para- 

22  graph  (2)(B)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "the  first 

23  fiscal  year  of  such  2-fiscal-year  budget  period/';  and 
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1  (P)  by  striking  out  "such  period"  in  paragraph 

2  (2)(B)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "such  4-fiscal-year 

3  period". 

4  (2)  Section  308(b)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

5  (A)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  in  the  first  sen- 

6  tence  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "2«fiscal-year  budget 

7  period"; 

8  (B)  by  striking  out  "such  fiscal  year"  the  first 

9  place  it  appears  in  paragraph  (1)  and  inserting  in  lieu 

10  thereof  "each  fiscal  year  in  such  2-fiscal-year  budget 

11  period"; 

12  (C)  by  striking  out  "such  fiscal  year"  the  second 

13  place  it  appears  in  paragraph  (1)  and  inserting  in  lieu 

14  thereof  "each  such  fiscal  year,"; 

15  (D)  by  striking  out  "such  fiscal  year"  the  third 

16  place  it  appears  in  paragraph  (1)  and  inserting  in  lieu 

17  thereof  "such  2-fiscal-year  budget  period"; 

18  '  (E)  by  inserting  "for  each  such  fiscal  year"  after 

19  "set  forth"  in  paragraph  (1); 

20  (F)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  in  paragraph  (2) 

21  and   inserting   in   lieu    thereof   "2-fiscal-year   budget 

22  period"; 

23  (G)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  in  paragraph  (3) 

24  and   inserting   in   lieu   thereof   "2-fi8cal-year   budget 

25  period"; 
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1  (H)  by  inserting  "for  each  fiscal  year  in  such  2- 

2  fiscal-year  budget  period"  after  "revenues"  the  first 

3  place  it  appears  in  paragraph  (3); 

4  (I)  by  striking  out  "such  year"  the  first  place  it 

5  appears  in  paragraph  (3)  and  insertmg  in  lieu  thereof 

6  "each  fiscal  year  in  such  2-fiscal-year  budget  period"; 

7  (J)  by  striking  out  "such  year"  the  second  place  it 

8  appears  in  paragraph  (3)  and  inserthig  in  lieu  thereof 

9  "each  such  fiscal  year"; 

10  (K)  by  inserting  "for  each  fiscal  year  in  such  2- 

11  fiscal-year  budget  period"  after  "debt"  the  first  place  it 

12  appears  in  paragraph  (4); 

13  (L)  by  striking  out  "such  fiscal  year"  the  first 

14  place  it  appears  in  paragraph  (4)  and  inserting  in  lieu 

15  thereof  "such  2-fiscal-year  budget  period";  and 

16  (M)  by  inserting  "each"  before  "such  fiscal  year" 

17  the  second  place  it  appears  in  paragraph  (4). 

18  (3)  Section  308(c)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

19  (A)  by  striking  out  "Five"  in  the  subsection  head- 

20  ing  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Four"; 

21  (B)  by  striking  out  "each  fiscal  year"  in  the 

22  matter  preceding  paragraph  (1)  and  inserting  in  lieu 

23  thereof  "each  2-fiscal-year  budget  period"; 

24  (C)  by  striking  out  "5  fiscal  years  beginning  with 

25  such  fiscal  year"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "4  fiscal 
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1  years  beginning  with  the  first  fiscal  year  in  such  2- 

2  fiscal-year  budget  period";  and 

3  (D)  by  striking  out  "such  period"  each  place  it 

4  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "such  4-fiscal-year 

5  period". 

6  (kKl)  Section  309  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

7  (A)  by  inserting  a  semicolon  and  "libotation  on 

8  BNBOLLMBNT  OF  CBBTAIN  BILLS  AND  BBSOLUTIONS" 

9  at  the  end  of  the  section  heading; 

10  (B)  by  inserting  "(a)  Complbtion  op  Action 

11  Rbquibbd. — "  before  "Except"; 

12  (C)  by  striking  out  "the  seventh  day  after  Labor 

13  Day  of  each  year"  in  the  matter  preceding  paragraph 

14  (1)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "July  15  of  each  even- 

15  numbered  year"; 

16  (D)  by  striking  out  "such  year"  the  second  place 

17  it  occurs  in  paragraph  (1)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

18  "such  period"; 

19  (E)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  each  place  it  ap- 

20  pears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "2-fi8cal-year  budget 

21  period";  and 

22  (F)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 

23  new  subsection: 

24  "(b)  Limitation  on  Enbollbient. — Bills  and  resolu- 

25  tions  providing  new  budget  authority  for  any.  2-fi8cal-year 
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1  budget  period  or  new  spending  authority  described  in  section 

2  401(c)(2)(C)  for  any  2-fiscaI-year  budget  period  shall  not  be 

3  enrolled  until  the  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget  re- 

4  quired  to  be  reported  under  section  31(Ka)  for  such  2-nscal- 

5  year  budget  period  has  been  agreed  to,  and  if  a  reconciliation 

6  bill  or  reconciliation  resolution,  or  both  are  required  to  be 

7  reported  under  section  31(Kc)  for  such  2-fiscal-year  budget 

8  period,  until  Congress  has  completed  action  on  that  bill  or 

9  resolution,  or  both.". 

10  (2)  The  item  relating  to  section  309  in  the  table  of  con- 

11  tents  in  section  1(b)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  and  Im- 

12  poundment  Control  Act  of  1974  is  amended  by  inserting 

13  before  the  period  a  semicolon  and  "limitation  on  enrollment 

14  of  certain  bills  and  resolutions.". 

15  0)(1)  Section  31(Ka)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 

16  1974  is  amended — 

17  (A)  by  striking  out  "The"  in  the  first  sentence 

18  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "By  June  15  of  each 

19  even-numbered  year,  the"; 

20  (B)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  in  the  first  sen- 

21  tence  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "2-fiscal-year  budget 

22  period"; 

23  (C)  by  striking  out  "such  fiscal  year"  each  place 

24  it  appears  in  paragraph  (1)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

25  "each  fiscal  year  in  such  2-fi8caI-year  budget  period"; 
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1  (D)  by  inserting  ''for  each  fiscal  year  in  such  2- 

2  fiscal-year  budget  period"  after  "revenues"  in  para- 

3  graph  (2); 

4  (E)  by  inserting  "for  each  fiscal  year  in  such  2- 

5  fiscal-year  budget  period"  after  "debt"  in  paragraph 

6  (3);  and 

7  (F)  by  inserting  before  the  matter  foUowing  para- 

8  graph  (4)  the  following  new  sentence: 

9  "It  shall  not  be  in  order  in  the  Senate  or  the  House  of  Repre- 

10  sentatives  to  consider  any  such  concurrent  resolution  if  such 

11  concurrent  resolution  directs  any  committee  to  determine  and 

12  recommend  changes  in  laws,  biUs,  or  resolutions  directly  or 

13  indirectly  authorizing  the  enactment  of  new  budget  authori- 

14  ty.". 

15  (2)  Section  310(b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 

16  out  "September  15  of  each  year"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

17  "August  1  of  each  even-numbered  year". 

18  (3)  Section  310(d)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  inserting 

19  "even-numbered"  after  "each". 

20  (4)  Section  310(e)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

21  (A)  by  striking  out  "20  hours"  in  paragraph  (2) 

22  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "100  hours";  and 

23  (B)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  foUowing 

24  new  paragraph: 
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1  "(3)  It  shall  not  be  in  order  in  the  Senate  or  the 

2  House  of  Representatives  to  consider  any  reconciliation 

3  bill  or  resolution  or  any  amendment  thereto  or  any 

4  conference  report  thereon  which  changes  any  provision 

5  of  law  other  than  provisions  of  law  which — 

6  "(A)  provide  new  budget  authority  or  spend- 

7  ing  authority  described  in  section  401(c)(2)(C); 

8  "(B)  relate  to  revenues;  or 

9  "(C)  specify  the  amount  of  the  statutory  limit 

10  on  the  public  debt.". 

1 1  (5)  Section  310(f)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

12  (A)  by  striking  out   "It"   and  inserting  in  lieu 

13  thereof  "In  any  even-numbered  year,  it";  and 

14  (B)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  each  place  it  ap- 

15  pears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "2-fiscal-year  budget 

16  period". 

17  (m)  Section  311(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

18  (1)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"   the  first  and 

19  second  places  it  appears  in  the  matter  preceding  para- 

20  graph  (1)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "2-fiscal-year 

21  budget  period"; 

22  (2)  by  striking  out  "such  fiscal  year"  the  second, 

23  third,  and  fourth  places  it  appears  in  the  matter  pre- 

24  ceding  paragraph  (1)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "any 

25  fiscal  year  in  such  2-fi8cal-year  budget  period". 
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1  (3)   by   striking   out   "such   fiscal   year"    in   the 

2  matter  follo^^ing  paragraph  (3)  and  inserting  in  lieu 

3  thereof  "the  2-fiscal-year  budget  period  in  which  such 

4  fiscal  year  occurs"; 

5  (4)  by  inserting  "for  any  such  fiscal  year"  after 

6  "outlays"  in  the  matter  following  paragraph  (3); 

7  (5)  by  inserting  "for  any  such  fiscal  year"  after 

8  "revenues"  the  first  place  it  appears  in  the  matter  fol- 

9  lowing  paragraph  (3);  and 

10  (6)  by  inserting  "for  such  fiscal  year"  after  "rev- 

11  enues"  the  second  place  it  appears  in  the  matter  fol- 

12  lowing  paragraph  (3). 

13  (n)  Section  401(b)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

14  (1)  by  striking  out  "the  fiscal  year  which  begins 

15  during  the  calendar  year  in"  in  paragraph  (1)  and  in- 

16  serting  in  lieu  thereof  "the  first  2-fiscal-year  budget 

17  period  which  begins  after  the  date  on"; 

18  (2)  by  striking  out  "for  such  fiscal  year"  in  para- 

19  graph  (2)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "budget  for  the 

20  2-fiscal-year  budget  period  in  which  such  fiscal  year 

21  occurs";  and 

22  (3)  by  inserting  "for  such  fiscal  year"  after  "new 

23  budget  authority"  the  second  place  it  appears  in  para- 

24  graph  (2); 

25  (o)(l)  Section  402(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 


Digitized  by 


Google 


639 


22 

1  (A)  by  striking  out  "bepobtino  of"  in  the  sec- 

2  tion  heading  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ''action 

3  on"; 

4  (B)  by  striking  out  "(a)  Requibed  Repobtino 

5  Date. — "  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "(a)(1)  Dates 

6  FOB  Repobtino  and  Final  Action. — "; 

7  (C)  by  striking  out  "May  15"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

8  thereof  "July  1  of  the  odd-numbered  year"; 

9  (D)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  each  place  it  ap- 

10  pears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "2-fiscal-year  budget 

11  period";  and 

12  (E)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 

13  new  paragraph: 

14  "(2)  The  Congress  shall  complete  action  on  all 

15  bills  and  resolutions  directly  or  indirectly  authorizing 

16  the  enactment  of  new  budget  authority  for  a  2-fiscal- 

17  year  budget  period  not  later  than  December  1  of  the 

18  year  preceding  the  year  in  which  such  2-fiscal-year 

19  budget  period  begins.". 

20  (2)  The  table  of  contents  in  section  1(b)  of  the  Congres- 

21  sional  Budget  and  Impotmdment  Control  Act  of  1974  is 

22  amended  by  striking  out  "Reporting  of"  in  the  item  relating 

23  to  section  402  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Action  on". 

24  (p)  Section  403(a)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 

25  1974  is  amended — 
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1  (1)  by  striking  out  '%'*  in  paragraph  (1)  and  in- 

2  serting  in  lieu  thereof  ''three";  and 

3  (2)  by  striking  out  "four"  in  paragraph  (2)  and  in- 

4  serting  in  lieu  thereof  ''three". 

5  (qXl)  Title  IV  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 

6  end  thereof  the  foDowing  new  section: 

7  "BEPOBT8 

8  "Sec.  405.   (a)(1)  The  reports  required  by  sections 

9  301(c),  302(b),  308(b),  and  308(c)  shall  contain  the  tables 

10  described  in  subsection  (b). 

11  "(2)Any— 

12  "(A)  conciurent  resolution  on  the  budget  reported 

13  by  the  Conunittee  on  the  Budget  of  the  Senate  or  the 

14  House  of  Representatives  under  section  301,  304,  or 

15  310  of  this  Act;  and 

16  "(B)  biU  or  resolution  reported  by  a  committee  of 

17  the  Senate  or  the  House  of  B^presentatives  which  pro- 

18  vides,    modifies,    or   terminates   budget   authority   or 

19  spending  authority  described  in  section  401(cX2X0),  or 

20  which  contains  or  modifies  estimates  of  budget  outlays, 

21  shall  be  accompanied  by  a  report  containing  the  tables  de- 

22  scribed  in  subsection  (b).  The  conference  report  on  any  Irill  or 

23  resolution  described  in  clause  (A)  or  (B)  of  the  preceding  sen- 

24  tence  shall  be  accompanied  by  a  joint  statement  of  the  maa- 

25  agers  containing  such  tables. 
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1  ''(b)(1)  The  tables  required  by  subsection  (a)  shall  set 

2  forth  estimates  of  budget  authority,  spending  authority  de- 

3  scribed  in  section  401(cK2KC),  and  budget  outlays  for  each  of 

4  the  accounts  (to  which  the  report,  biU,  or  resolution  referred 

5  to  in  such  subsection  pertains)  which  are  set  forth  in  the 

6  Budget  Accounts  Listing  contained  in  the  Budget  of  the 

7  United  States  Government  submitted  by  the  President  pursu- 

8  ant  to  section  201(a)  of  the  Budget  and  Accoimting  Act, 
9-  1921,  during  the  Congress  in  which  the  report  referred  to  in 

10  subsection  (a)(1)  is  made  or  the  biU  or  resolution  described  in 

11  subsection  (a)(2)  is  reported.  If  any  such  report,  biU,  or  reso- 

12  lution  contains  provisions  involving  budget  authority,  spend- 

13  ing  authority,  or  outlays  for  which  accounts  have  not  been 

14  included  in  such  Budget  Accoimts  Listing,  the  estimates 

15  therefor  in  the  table  required  by  this  subsection  shall  be  set 

16  forth  in  accoimt  records  with  account  identification  codes  as- 

17  signed  by  the  Director  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Office. 

18  ''(2)  The  tables  described  in  paragraph  (1)  which  are 

19  required  to  be  included  in  the  reports  required  by  sections 

20  301(c),  302(b),  308(b),  and  308(c),  and  in  the  reports  accom- 

21  panying  any  conciurent  resolution  on  the  budget  reported 

22  imder  section  301,  304,  or  310  shall  also  set  forth  estimates 

23  for  the  budget  authority  and  spending  authority  described  in 

24  section  401(cK2KC)  which  will  become  available  without  fur- 

25  ther  congressional  action  and  estimates  of  the  outlays  that 
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1  will  result  from  such  budget  authority  and  spending  authori- 

2  ty.  With  respect  to  the  reports  required  by  sections  301(c) 

3  and  302(b),  the  estimates  described  in  the  preceding  sentence 

4  are  only  required  for  the  accotmts  or  portions  of  accounts 

5  relating  to  the  subject  matter  within  the  legislative  jurisdic- 

6  tion  of  the  committee  submitting  the  report.". 

7  (2)  The  table  of  contents  in  section  1(b)  of  the  Congres- 

8  sional  Budget  and  Impoundment  Control  Act  of  1974  is 

9  amended  by  inserting  after  the  item  relating  to  section  404 

10  the  following  new  item: 

"Sec.  405.  Repdrts.". 

11  (r)(l)  Section  605(a)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 

12  1974  is  amended — 

13  (A)  by  striking  out  "each  year  (beginning  with 

14  1975)''  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "each  even-num- 

15  bered  year  (beginning  with  1982)"; 

16  (B)  by  striking  out  "the  ensuing  fiscal  year"  and 

17  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "each  fiscal  year  in  the  2- 

18  fiscal-year  budget  period  beginning  in  the  foUowing 

19  even-numbered  year";  and 

20  (C)  by  striking  out  "such  ensuing  fiscal  year"  and 

21  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "each  such  fiscal  year". 

22  (2)  Section  605(b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  inserting 

23  "even-numbered"  after  "each". 

24  (s)  Section  607  of  such  Act  is  amended — 
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1  (1)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year  (beginning  with  the 

2  fiscal  year  commencing  October  1,  1976)"  and  insert- 

3  ing  in  lieu  thereof  "2-fiscal-year  budget  period  (begin^ 

4  ning  on  or  after  October  1,  1984)";  and 

5  (2)  by  striking  out  ''May  15  of  the  year  preceding 

6  the  year  in  which  such  fiscal  year  begins"  and  insert- 

7  ing  in  lieu  thereof  "May  15  of  the  year  preceding  the 

8  year  in  which  the  bills  and  resolutions  setting  forth 

9  such  authorizations  are  to  be  reported  imder  section 

10  402". 

11  (t)(l)  Section  802  of  such  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 

12  follows: 

13  "budget  accounts 

14  "Sec.  802.  The  Budget  of  the  United  States  Govem- 

15  ment  submitted  pursuant  to  section  201  of  the  Budget  and 

16  Accounting  Act,  1921,  for  the  2-fiscal-year  budget  period  be- 

17  ginning  on  October  1,  1984,  and  the  estimates  of  outlays  and 

18  proposed  budget  authority  required  to  be  submitted  under 

19  section  605  of  this  Act  for  such  2-fiscal-year  budget  period, 

20  shall  be  set  forth  in  the  same  accoimts  which  are  set  forth  in 

21  the  Budget  Accounts  Listing  contained  in  the  Budget  of  the 

22  United  States  Government  submitted  for  fiscal  year  1982 

23  under  section  201(a)  of  the  Budget  and  Accounting  Act, 

24  1921.  Any  change  in  the  accounts  used  in  the  Budget  of  the 

25  United  States  Government  submitted  under  section  201(a)  of 
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1  the  Budget  and  Accounting  Act,  1921,  for  the  2-fi8caI-year 

2  budget  period  beginning  on  October  1,  1984,  or  any  succeed- 

3  ing  2-fi8cal-year  budget  period,  or  in  the  esthnates  of  outlays 

4  and  proposed  budget  authority  required  under  section  605  of 

5  this  Act  for  any  such  2-fiscal-year  budget  period,  from  the 

6  accounts  set  forth  in  the  Budget  Accounts  Listing  contained 

7  in  the  Budget  submitted  imder  section  201(a)  of  the  Budget 

8  and  Accoimting  Act,  1921,  for  fiscal  year  1983  or  the  pre- 

9  ceding  2-fiscal-year  budget  period,  as  the  case  may  be,  shall 

10  be  made  only  in  consultation  with  the  Committees  on  Appro- 

11  priations,  the  Committees  on  the  Budget,  and  the  committees 

12  having  legislative  jurisdiction  over  the  programs  or  activities 

13  which  will  be  affected  by  such  changes.  The  provisions  of  this 

14  section  do  not  prohibit  the  inclusion  of  new  accoimts  in  the 

15  Budget  Accounts  Listing  contained  in  the  Budget  submitted 

16  pursuant  to  section  201(a)  of  the  Budget  and  Accounting 

17  Act,  1921,  solely  for  purposes  of  presenting  estimates  for 

18  new  programs.". 

19  (2)  The  item  relating  to  section  802  in  the  table  of  con- 

20  tents  in  section  1(b)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  and  Ln- 

21  poundment  Control  Act  of  1974  is  amended  to  read  as  fol- 

22  lows: 

"Sec.  802.  Budget  accounta.". 

23  (u)  Section  904(b)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 

24  1974  is  amended  by  inserting  "or  any  provision  of  a  first 
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1  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget  requiring  a  procedure 

2  pursuant  to  section  301(b)(2)''  after  "title  III  or  IV". 

3  AMENDMENTS  TO  BUDGET  AND  ACCOUNTING  ACT,  1921 

4  Sec.  5.  (a)  Section  2  of  the  Budget  and  Accounting  Act, 

5  1921  (31  U.S.C.  2)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof 

6  the  following  new  item: 

7  "The  term  'two-year  fiscal  period'  has  the  same  mean- 

8  ing  as  in  section  3(6)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  and  Im- 

9  poundment  Control  Act  of  1974.". 

10  (b)(1)  So  much  of  section  201(a)  of  the  Budget  and  Ac- 

11  counting  Act,  1921  (31  U.S.C.  11(a)),  as  precedes  paragraph 

12  (1)  thereof  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

13  "Sec.  201.  (a)  By  January  15  of  each  odd-numbered 

14  year,  beginning  with  1983,  the  President  shall  transmit  to 

15  the  Congress,  the  Budget  for  the  2-fiscal-year  budget  period 

16  (as  defined  in  section  3(6)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  and 

17  Impoundment  Control  Act  of  1974)  beginning  on  October  1 

18  of  the  succeeding  calendar  year.  The  Budget  transmitted 

19  under  this  subsection  shall  include  the  President's  Budget 

20  Message,  summary  data  and  text,  and  supporting  detail.  The 

21  Budget  shall  set  forth  in  such  form  and  detail  as  the  Presi- 

22  dent  may  determine — ". 

23  (2)  Section  201(a)(5)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

24  (A)  by  striking  out  "the  ensuing  fiscal  year  and 

25  projections  for  the  four  fiscal  years  inunediately  follow- 
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1  ing  the  ensuing  fiscal  year"  and  inserting  in  lieu  there- 

2  of  '*each  fiscal  year  in  the  ensuing  2-fiscaI-year  budget 

3  period  and  projections  for  the  two  fiscal  years  immedi- 

4  at^ly  follo>\ing  the  second  fiscal  year  in  the  ensuing  2- 

5  fiscal-year  budget  period";  and 

6  (B)  by  striking  out  "each  year"  and  inserting  in 

7  lieu  thereof  "each  even-numbered  year". 

8  (3)  Section  201(a)(6)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 

9  out  "the  ensuing  fiscal  year  and  projections  for  the  four  fiscal 

10  years  immediately  following  the  ensuing  fiscal  year"  and  in- 

11  serting  in  lieu  thereof  "each  fiscal  year  in  the  ensuing  2- 

12  fiscal-year  budget  period  and  projections  for  the  two  fiscal 

13  years  immediately  following  the  second  fiscal  year  in  the  en- 

14  suing  2-fi8cal-year  budget  period". 

15  (4)  Section  201(a)(9)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 

16  out  "the  ensuing  fiscal  year"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

17  "each  fiscal  year  in  the  ensuing  2-fiscaI-year  budget  period". 

18  (5)  Section  201(aKl2)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

19  (A)  by  striking  out  "the  ensuing  fiscal  year"  in 

20  subparagraph  (A)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "each 

21  fiscal  year  in  the  ensuing  2-fiscal-year  budget  period"; 

22  and 

23  (B)  by  striking  out  "each  of  the  four  fiscal  years, 

24  immediately  foUowing  that  ensuing  fiscal  year"  in  sub- 

25  paragraph  (B)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "each  of  the 
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1  two  fiscal  years  immediately  following  the  second  fiscal 

2  year  in  the  ensuing  2-fiscal-year  budget  period". 

3  (6)  Section  201(a)(13)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  strik- 

4  ing  out  "the  ensuing  fiscal  year"  each  place  it  appears  and 

5  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "each  fiscal  year  in  the  ensuing  2- 

6  fiscal-year  budget  period". 

7  (7)  Section  201(a)  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by 

8  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sentence: 

9  "By  January  15  of  each  even-numbered  year,  the  President 

10  shall  transmit  to  the  Congress  any  revisions  the  President 

1 1  may  desire  to  make  in  the  Budget  transmitted  in  the  previous 

12  year.". 

13  (c)  Section  201(b)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

14  (1)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  in  the  matter  pre- 

15  ceding  paragraph  (1)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "2- 

16  fiscal-year  budget  period";  and 

17  (2)  by  striking  out  "that  ensuing  fiscal  year"  each 

18  place  it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "each 

19  fiscal  year  m  that  ensuing  2-fiscal-year  budget  period". 

20  (d)  Section  201(c)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

21  (1)  by  striking  out  "the  first  four  fiscal  years  fol- 

22  lowing  the  ensuing  fiscal  year"  in  paragraph  (1)  and 

23  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "each  fiscal  year  in  the  first  2- 

24  fiscal-year  budget  period  foUowing  the  ensuing  2-fiscal- 

25  year  budget  period"; 
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1  (2)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  years  following  such  en- 

2  suing  fiscal  year"  in  paragraph  (2)  and  inserting  in  lieu 

3  thereof   "each   fiscal   year   in   the   first   2-fiscal-year 

4  budget    period    following    such    ensuing    2-fiscal-year 

5  budget  period";  and 

6  (3)  by  striking  out  "ensuing  fiscal  year"  in  para- 

7  graph  (2)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "ensuing  2- 

8  fiscal-year  budget  period". 

9  (e)  Section  201(d)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

10  (1)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  and  inserting  in 

11  lieu  thereof  "2-fiscal-year  budget  period";  and 

12  (2)  by  inserting  a  comma  and  "for  each  fiscal  year 

13  in  such  2-fiscal-year  budget  period,"  after  "separate- 

14  ly". 

15  (0  Section  201(e)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

16  (1)  by  striking  out  "each  fiscal  year"  and  insert- 

17  ing  in  lieu  thereof  "each  2-fiscal-year  budget  period"; 

18  and  . 

19  (2)  by  striking  out  "such  fiscal  year"  and  inserting 

20  in  lieu  thereof  "each  fiscal  year  in  such  2-fi8cal-year 

21  budget  period". 

22  (g)  Section  201(0  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

23  (1)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  in  the  matter  pre- 

24  ceding  paragraph  (1)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ''2- 

25  fiscal-year  budget  period"; 
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1  (2)   by   striking   out   ''the   last   completed   fiscal 

2  year"  each  place  it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu  there- 

3  of  ''each  of  the  last  two  completed  fiscal  years"; 

4  (3)  by  mserting  "each"  after  "during"  each  place 

5  it  appears  in  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2);  and 

6  (4)  by  striking  out  "year"  each  place  it  appears  in 

7  paragraph  (3)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "years". 

8  (h)  Section  201(g)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

9  (1)  by  striking  out  "ensuing  fiscal  year"  in  the 

10  first  sentence  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "each  fiscal 

11  year  in  the  ensuing  2-fiscal-year  budget  period";  and 

12  (2)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  each  place  it  ap- 

13  pears  in  the  fourth  sentence  and  inserting  in  lieu  there- 

14  of  "2-fiscal-year  budget  period". 

15  (i)  Section  201(h)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

16  (1)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"   the  first  and 

17  second  places  it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

18  "2-fiscal-year  budget  period"; 

19  (2)  by  inserting  "each  fiscal  year  in"  after  "appro- 

20  priations  for"  the  first  place  it  appears; 

21  (3)  by  striking  out  "such  succeeding"  and  insert- 

22  ing  in  lieu  thereof  "each  such";  and 

23  (4)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year  preceding  the  fiscal 

24  year"    and    inserting    in    lieu    thereof    "2-fi8cal-year 
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1  budget    period    preceding    the    2-fiscal-year    budget 

2  period". 

3  (j)  Section  201(i)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

4  (1)  by  striking  out  ''each  fiscal  year,  beginning 

5  with  the  fiscal  year  ending  September  30,  1979"  and 

6  inserting  in   lieu   thereof   ''each   2-fiscal-year  budget 

7  period,  beginning  with  the  2-fi8cal-year  budget  period 

8  beginning  October  1,  1984";  and 

9  (2)  by  inserting  a  comma  and  "for  each  fiscal  year 

10  in  such  2-fiscal-year  budget  period,"  after  "presenta- 

11  tion". 

12  (k)  Section  202  of  such  Act  (31  U.S.C.  13)  is  amend- 

13  ed— 

14  (1)  by  striking  out  "ensuing  fiscal  year"   each 

15  place  it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "ensuing 

16  2-fiscal-year  budget  period";  and 

17  (2)  by  inserting  "or  the  2-fiscal-year  budget  period 

18  in  progress,  as  the  case  may  be,"  after  "progress,"  in 

19  subsection  (a). 

20  0)  Section  214  of  such  Act  (31  U.S.C.  22)  amended  by 

21  striking  out  "in  each  year"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "for 

22  each  2-fiscal-year  budget  period". 

23  (m)  Section  304  of  the  Department  of  Commerce  Ap- 

24  propriation  Act,  1963  (31  U.S.C.  25)  is  amended  by  striking 

25  out  "fiscal  year  1964  and  each  succeeding  year"  and  insert- 
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1  ing  in  lieu  thereof  "the  2-fiscal-year  budget  period  beginning 

2  on  October  1,  1984,  and  each  succeeding  2-fiscal-year  budget 

3  period". 

4  (n)  Section  318  of  the  Department  of  Transportation 

5  and  Related  Agencies  Appropriation  Act,  1982  (31  U.S.C. 

6  28(a))  is  amended — 

7  (1)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year  1982"  each  place 

8  it  appears  in  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  and  inserting  in 

9  lieu  thereof  "the  2-fiscal-year  budget  period  beginning 

10  on  October  1,  1984,";  and 

11  (2)  by  striking  out  "annually"  in  subsection  (a) 

12  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "biennially". 

13  (o)  Section  3670  of  the  Revised  Statutes  (31  U.S.C. 

14  624)  is  amended — 

15  (1)  by  striking  out  "annual"; 

16  (2)    by    inserting    "for    a    2-fiscal-year    budget 

17  period"  after  "service"  the  first  place  it  appears;  and 

18  (3)  by  striking  out  "year"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

19  thereof  "period". 

20  TITLE  AND  STYLE  OF  APPBOPBLATION  ACTS 

21  Sec.  6.  Section  105  of  title  1,  United  States  Code,  is 

22  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

23  "§  105.  Title  and  style  of  appropriation  Acts 

24  "(a)  The  style  and  title  of  all  Acts  making  appropri- 

25  ations  for  the  support  of  the  Government  shall  be  as  follows: 
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1  'An  Act  making  appropriations  (here  insert  the  object)  for  the 

2  2-fiscal-year  budget  period  ending  September  30  (here  insert 

3  the  even-nmnbered  calendar  year.).'. 

4  "(b)  All  Acts  making  regular  appropriations  for  the  sup- 

5  port  of  the  Government  shall  be  enacted  for  a  2-fiscal-year 

6  budget  period,  and  shall  specify  the  amount  of  appropriations 

7  provided  for  each  fiscal  year  in  such  period. 

8  "(c)  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  *2-fiscal-year 

9  budget  period'  has  the  same  meaning  as  in  section  3(6)  of  the 

10  Congressional  Budget  and  Impoundment  Control  Act  of 

11  1974.". 

12  AMENDMENTS  TO  THE  LEGISLATIVB  REORGANIZATION 

13  ACT  OP  1946 

14  Sec.  7.  (a)  Section  136(a)  of  the  Legislative  Keorgani- 

15  zation  Act  of  1946  is  amended — 

16  (1)  by  striking  out  "Congress"  in  the  matter  pre- 

17  ceding  paragraph   (1)   and   inserting  in  lieu   thereof 

18  "Senate  and  the  House  of  Representatives"; 

19  (2)  by  striking  out  "its"  each  place  it  appears  in 

20  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

21  "their"; 

22  (3)  by  inserting  "(except  the  Committees  on  Ap- 

23  propriations,  the  Committees  on  the  Budget,  the  House 

24  Committee  on  House  Administration,  the  HouKe  Com- 

25  mittee  on  Rules,  and  the  House  Committee  on  Stand- 
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1  ards  of  Official  Conduct)"  after  "Representatives"  in 

2  the  matter  following  paragraph  (2);  and 

3  (4)  by  striking  out  the  second  and  third  sentences 

4  thereof. 

5  (b)  Section  136  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by  strik- 

6  ing  out  subsections  (b)  and  (c)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 

7  following  new  subsections: 

8  "(b)  During  the  period  beginning  on  January  15th  of 

9  each  odd-numbered  year  and  ending  October  1  of  the  foUow- 

10  ing  year,  each  standing  committee  of  the  House  of  Repre- 

11  sentatives  and  the  Senate  to  which  subsection  (a)  applies 

12  shall  review  and  study — 

13  "(1)    the    application,    administration,    execution, 

14  and  effectiveness  of  those  laws  (or  parts  of  laws)  the 

15  subject  matter  of  which  is  within  the  jurisdiction  of 

16  that  committee,  and 

17  "(2)  the  organization  and  operation  of  the  Federal 

18  agencies  and  entities  having  responsibilities  in  or  for 

19  the  administration  thereof, 

20  in  order  to  determine  whether  such  laws  and  the  programs 

21  thereunder  are  being  implemented  and  carried  out  in  accord- 

22  ance  with  the  intent  of  the  Congress  and  whether  such  pro- 

23  grams  should  be  continued,  modified,  or  eliminated.  During 

24  such  period,  each  such  committee  shall  also  review  and  study 

25  any  conditions  or  circumstances  which  may  indicate  the  ne- 
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1  cessity  or  desirability  of  enacting  new  or  additional  legislation 

2  within  the  jurisdiction  of  that  committee  (whether  or  not  any 

3  bill  or  resolution  has  been  introduced  with  respect  thereto). 

4  Such  committee  may  carry  out  the  required  reviews  and 

5  studies  by  contract,  or  may  require  a  Government  agency  to 

6  do  so  and  furnish  a  report  thereon  to  the  committee.  Such 

7  committees  may  rely  on  such  techniques  as  pilot  testing, 

8  analysis  of  costs  in  comparison  with  benefits,  or  provision  for 

9  evaluation  after  a  defined  period  of  time.  The  findings  and 

10  determinations  made  by  each  such  committee  from  its  over- 

1 1  sight  activities  under  this  section  in  any  year  shall  be  report- 

12  ed  to  the  House  of  Representatives  or  the  Senate  no  later 

13  than  October  1  of  such  even-numbered  year,  and  shall  consti- 

14  tute  the  basis  for  such  committee's  legislative  work  during 

15  the  succeeding  Congress. 

16.  ''(c)  To  assist  a  standing  committee  in  carrying  out  its 

17  responsibilities  under  this  section,  the  head  of  each  Federal 

18  agency  which  administers  the  laws  or  parts  of  laws  under  the 

19  jurisdiction  of  such  committee  shall  provide  to  such  conunit- 

20  tee  such  studies,  information,  analyses,  reports,  and  assist- 

21  ance,  including  the  requests  for  appropriations  and  the  justifi- 

22  cations  therefor  submitted  by  the  agency  to  the  Director  of 

23  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  pursuant  to  section 

24  215  of  the  Budget  and  Accounting  Act,  1921,  as  may  be 

25  requested  by  the  chairman  and  ranking  minority  member  of 
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1  the  committee,  except  that  such  request  and  justifications  for 

2  a  2-fiscal-year  budget  period  shall  not  be  submitted  under 

3  this  subsection  until  after  the  day  the  President  transmits  the 

4  Budget  to  the  Congress  under  section  201(a)  of  such  Act  for 

5  such  period. 

6  "(d)(1)  To  assist  a  standing  conMnittee  in  canying  out 

7  its  responsibilities  under  this  section,  the  head  of  any  agency 

8  shall  furnish  without  charge  to  such  conunittee^  computer 

9  tapes  or  discs,  together  with  explanatory  documentation,  con- 

10  taining  information  received,  compiled,  or  maintained  by  the 

11  agency  as  part  of  the  operation  or  administration  of  a  pro- 

12  gram,  or  specifically  compiled  pursuant  to  a  request  in  sup- 

13  port  of  a  review  of  a  program,  as  may  be  requested  by  the 

14  chairman  and  ranking  minority  member  of  such  conunittee. 

15  "(2)  The  Committee  on  House  Administration  of  the 

16  House  of  Representatives  and  the  Committee  on  Rules  and 

17  Administration  of  the  Senate  shall  prescribe  rules  and  regula- 

18  tions  for  their  respective  Houses  which  will  minimize  duplica- 

19  tion  of  requests  under  paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection. 

20  **(e)  Within  thirty  days  after  the  receipt  of  a  request 

21  from  a  chairman  and  ranking  minority  member  of  a  standing 

22  committee  having  jurisdiction  over  a  program  being  reviewed 

23  and  studied  by  such  committee  under  this  section,  the  Comp- 

24  troller  General  of  the  United  States  shall  furnish  to  such 

25  committee  summaries  of  any  audits  or  reviews  of  such  pro- 
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1  gram  which  the  Comptroller  General  has  completed  during 

2  the  preceding  six  years. 

3  ''(f)  Consistent  with  their  duties  and  functions  under 

4  law,  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States,  the  Di- 

5  rector  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Office,  the  Director  of  the 

6  Office  of  Technology  Assessment,  and  the  Director  of  the 

7  Congressional  Research  Service  shall  furnish  to  each  stand- 

8  ing  conmiittee  of  the  Senate  or  the  House  of  Representatives 

9  such  information,  studies,  analyses,  and  reports  as  the  chair- 

10  man  and  ranking  minority  member  may  request  to  assist  the 

11  committee  in  conducting  reviews  and  studies  of  programs 

12  under  this  section. 

13  "(g)  This  section  does  not  require  the  public  disclosure 

14  of  matters  that  are  specifically  authorized  under  criteria  es- 

15  tablished  by  an  Executive  order  to  be  kept  secret  in  the  inter- 

16  est  of  national  defense  or  foreign  policy  and  are  in  fact  prop- 

17  erly  classified  pursuant  to  such  Executive  order,  or  which  are 

18  otherwise  specifically  protected  by  law.  This  section  does  not 

19  require  any  committee  of  the  Senate  to  disclose  publicly  in- 

20  formation  the  disclosure  of  which  is  governed  by  Senate  Res- 

21  olution  4(X),  Ninety-fourth  Congress,  or  any  other  rule  of  the 

22  Senate.". 


Digitized  by 


Google 


657 

40 

1  AMENDMENTS  TO  BULBS  OF  SENATE  AND  HOUSE  OF 

2  BEPBESENTATIVB8 

3  Sec.  8.  (a)  Paragraph  8  of  rule  XXVI  of  the  Standing 

4  Rules  of  the  Senate  is  repealed. 

5  (b)(1)  Clause  4(a)(1)(A)  of  rule  X  of  the  Rules  of  the 

6  House  of  Representatives  is  amended  by  inserting  "odd-num- 

7  bered"  after  "each". 

8  (2)  Clause  4(a)(2)  of  rule  X  of  the  Rules  of  the  House  of 

9  Representatives  is  amended  by  striking  out  "such  fiscal 

10  year"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "the  2-fiscal-year  budget 

1 1  period  in  which  such  fiscal  year  occurs". 

12  (3)  Clause  4(b)(2)  of  rule  X  of  the  Rules  of  the  House  of 

13  Representatives  is  amended  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  and 

14  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "2-fi8cal-year  budget  period". 

15  (4  Clause  4(f)  of  rule  X  of  the  Rules  of  the  House  of 

16  Representatives  is  amended  by  striking  out  "annually"  each 

17  place  it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "biennially". 

18  .    (5)  Clause  4(g)  of  rule  X  of  the  Rules  of  the  House  of 

19  Representatives  is  amended — 

20  (A)  by  striking  out  "March  15  of  each  year"  and 

21  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "May  15  of  each  odd-num- 

22  bered  year"; 

23  (B)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  the  first  place  it 

24  appears   and   inserting   in  lieu   thereof  "2-fi8cal-year 

25  budget  period";  and 
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1  (C)  by  striking  out  "that  fiscal  year"  and  inserting 

2  in  lieu  thereof  "each  fiscal  year  in  such  ensuing  2- 

3  fiscal-year  budget  period". 

4  (6)  Clause  4(h)  of  rule  X  of  the  Rules  of  the  House  of 

5  Representatives  is  amended  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  and 

6  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "2-fiscal-year  budget  period". 

7  (c)(1)  Clause  20)(1)(C)  of  rule  XI  of  the  Rules  of  the 

8  House  of  Representatives  is  amended — 

9  (A)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  and  inserting  in 

10  lieu  thereof  "2-fiscal-year  budget  period"; 

11  (B)  by  striking  out  "that  year"  each  place  it  ap- 

12  pears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "that  2-fiscal-year 

13  budget  period"; 

14  (C)  by  inserting  "for  each  fiscal  year  in  that  2- 

15  fiscal-year  budget  period"  after  "committee's  recom- 

16  mendations"; 

17  (D)  by  striking  out  "as"  before  "set  forth";  and 

18  (E)  by  inserting  "for  each  such  fiscal  year"  before 

19  "in  the  most  recently". 

20  (2)  Clause  4(a)  of  rule  XI  of  the  Rules  of  the  House  of 

21  Representatives  is  amended  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year  if 

22  reported  after  September  15  preceding  the  beginning  of  such 

23  fiscal  year"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "2-fiscaI-year  budget 

24  period  if  reported  after  August  1  of  the  year  in  which  such  2- 

25  fiscal-year  budget  period  begins". 
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1  (d)  Clause  2  of  rule  XLIX  of  the  Rules  of  the  House  of 

2  Representatives  is  amended  by  striking  out  ''fiscal  year"  and 

3  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  *'2-fiscal-year  budget  period'*. 

4  EFFECTIVE  DATE 

5  Sec.  9.  The  provisions  of  this  Act  and  the  amendments 

6  made  by  this  Act  shall  take  effect  the  first  day  of  the  Ninety- 

7  eighth  Congress,  except  that — 

8  (1)  the  amendments  made  by  section  4(r)  of  this 

9  Act  shall  take  effect  on  November  9,  1982;  and 

10  (2)  the  provisions  of  section  10  of  this  Act  shall 

1 1  take  effect  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

12  FISCAL  year  1984 

13  Sec.  10.  (a)  Notwithstanding  the  amendments  made  by 

14  sections  3,  4,  5,  6,  7,  and  8  of  this  Act,  the  President  shall 

15  submit  to  the  Congress  a  budget  for  fiscal  year  1984,  and  the 

16  estimates   of  outlays   and  proposed  budget  authority  that 

17  would  have  been  required  under  section  605  of  the  Congres- 

18  sional  Budget  Act  of  1974  (as  such  section  was  in  effect  on 

19  November  8,  1982).  The  provisions  of  section  201  of  the 

20  Budget  and  Accounting  Act,  1921,  (as  such  provisions  were 

21  in  effect  on  the  day  before  the  effective  date  of  this  Act)  shall 

22  apply  to  the  submission  by  the  President  of  the  budget  for 

23  fiscal  year  1984.  The  provisions  of  section  605  of  the  Con- 

24  gressional  Budget  Act  of  1974  (as  such  provisions  were  in 
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1  effect  on  November  8,  1982)  shall  apply  with  respect  to  the 

2  submission  of  such  estimates  by  the  President. 

3  (b)  Notwithstanding  the  amendments  made  by  sections 

4  3,  4,  5,  6,  7,  and  8  of  this  Act,  the  Congress  shall  complete 

5  action  on  the  concurrent  resolutions  on  the  budget  that  would 

6  have  been  required  for  fiscal  year  1984  under  the  provisions 

7  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974  as  such  provisions 

8  were  in  effect  on  the  day  before  the  effective  date  of  this  Act. 

9  The  provisions  of  the  Congressional  Budget  and  Impound- 

10  ment  Control  Act  of  1974  (as  such  provisions  were  in  effect 

11  on  the  day  before  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act)  shall 

12  apply  with  respect  to  concurrent  resolutions  on  the  budget  for 

13  fiscal  year  1984,  bills  and  resolutions  providing  new  budget 

14  authority  or  new  spending  authority  for  fiscal  year  1984,  and 

15  bills  and  resolutions  authorizing  the  enactment  of  new  budget 

16  authority  for  fiscal  year  1984,  except  that — 

17  (1)  the  provisions  of  section  301(b)(1)  of  such  Act 

18  (as  in  effect  on  the  day  before  the  effective  date  of  this 

19  Act)  shall  not  apply  with  respect  to  fiscal  year  1984, 

20  and  the  provisions  of  section  301(bK2)  of  such  Act  (as 

21  in  effect  on  the  day  before  the  effective  date  of  this 

22  Act)  shall  not  apply  with  respect  to  fiscal  year  1984  to 

23  the  extent  that  such  provisions  are  inconsistent  with 

24  clause  (2)  of  this  subsection; 
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1  (2)  it  shall  not  be  in  order  in  the  Senate  or  the 

2  House  of  Representatives  to  consider  any  first  eoncur- 

3  rent  resolution  on  the  budget  for  fiscal  year  1984  re- 

4  quired  by  section  301  of  such  Act  (as  in  effect  on  the 

5  day  before  the  effective  date  of  this  Act)  if  such  con- 

6  current  resolution  on  the  budget — 

7  (A)  directs  any  committee  to  determine  and 

8  recommend  changes  in  bills,  laws,  or  resolutions; 

9  or 

10  (B)  includes  any  matter  with  respect  to  any 

11  subject  other  than  budget  outlays,  budget  authori- 

12  ty,  the  surplus  or  deficit  in  the  budget,  revenues 

13  (includmg  off-setting  receipts  and  off-setting  col- 

14  lections),  or  the  level  of  the  public  debt. 

15  (3)  prior  to  the  adoption  of  the  second  concurrent 

16  resolution  on  the  budget  required  for  a  fiscal  year 

17  under  section  310(a)  of  such  Act  (as  in  effect  on  the 

18  day  before  the  effective  date  of  this  Act),  it  shall  not  be 

19  -in  order  in  the  Senate  or  the  House  of  Representatives 

20  to  consider  under  section  304  of  such  Act  (as  in  effect 

21  on  the  day  before  the  effective  date  of  this  Act)  any 

22  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget  revising  the  most 

23  recently  agreed  to  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget 

24  for  such  fiscal  year  if  the  concurrent  resolution  making 

25  such  revisions — 
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1  (A)  directs  any  committee  to  determine  and 

2  recommend  changes  in  bills,  laws,  or  resolutions; 

3  or 

4  (B)  includes  any  matter  with  respect  to  any 

5  subject  other  than  budget  outlays,  budget  authori- 

6  ty,  the  surplus  or  deficit  in  the  budget,  revenues 

7  (including  offsetting  receipts  and  offsetting  coUec- 

8  tions),  or  the  level  of  the  public  debt. 

9  (4)  bills  and  resolutions  providing  new  budget  au- 

10  thority  for  fiscal  year  1984  or  new  spending  authority 

11  described  in  section  401(c)(2)(C)  of  such  Act  for  fiscal 

12  year  1984  shall  not  be  enrolled  until  the  concurrent 

13  resolution  on  the  budget  required  to  be  reported  under 

14  section  31(Xa)  of  such  Act  (as  in  effect  on  the  day 

15  before  the  effective  date  of  this  Act)  for  such  fiscal 

16  year  has  been  agreed  to,  and  if  a  reconciliation  bill  or 

17  reconciliation  resolution,  or  both,  are  required  to  be  re- 

18  ported  under  section  31(Xc)  of  such  Act  (as  in  effect  on 

19  the  day  before  the  effective  date  of  this  Act)  foF  such 

20  fiscal  year,  until  Congress  has  completed  action  on  that 

21  bill  or  resolution,  or  both; 

22  (5)  it  shall  not  be  in  order  in  the  Senate  or  the 

23  House  of  Representatives  to  consider  any  conciurent 

24  resolution  on  the  budget  required  under  section  31(Ka) 

25  of  such  Act  (as  in  effect  on  the  day  before  the  effective 
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1  date  of  this  Act)  for  fiscal  year  1984  if  such  concurrent 

2  resolution  directs  any  conunittee  to  determine  and  rec- 

3  ommend  changes  in  laws,  bills,  and  resolutions  directly 

4  or  indirectly  authorizing  the  enactment  of  new  budget 

5  authority  for  fiscal  year  1984; 

6  (6)  it  shall  not  be  in  order  in  the  Senate  or  the 

7  House  of  Representatives  to  consider  any  reconciliation 

8  bill  or  resolution  for  fiscal  year  1984  or  any  amend- 

9  ment  thereto  or  any  conference  report  thereon  which 

10  changes  any  provision  of  law  other  than  provisions  of 

11  law  which — 

12  (A)  provide  new  budget  authority  or  spend- 

13  ing  authority  described  in  section  401(c)(2KC); 

14  (B)  relate  to  revenues;  or 

15  (C)  specify  the  amount  of  the  statutory  limit 

16  on  the  public  debt. 

17  (7)  section  405  of  such  Act,  as  added  by  section 

18  4(q)  of  this  Act,  shall  apply  with  respect  to  fiscal  year 

19  1984;  and 

20  (8)  section  802  of  such  Act,  as  amended  by  sec- 

21  tion  4(t)  of  this  Act,  shall  apply  with  respect  to  fiscal 

22  year  1984. 
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97th  congress 
2d  Session 


S.2008 


To  amend  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974  to  provide  for  a  two-year  budget 
process,  to  provide  for  timely  oversight  of  authorizing  legislation  and  appro- 
priations, and  for  other  purposes. 


m  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

January  25,  1982 
Mr.  QuATLE  introduced  the  foUowing  bill;  which  was  read  twice  and  referred 
jointly  pursuant  to  the  order  of  August  4,  1977,  to  the  Conunittees  on  the 
Budget  and  Governmental  Affairs  with  instructions  that  if  one  committee  re- 
ports, the  other  committee  has  thirty  days  of  continuous  session  to  report  or 
be  discharged 


A  BILL 

To  amend  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974  to  provide  for 
a  two-year  budget  process,  to  provide  for  timely  oversight 
of  authorizing  legislation  and  appropriations,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  ''Budget  and  Oversight 

4  Reform  Act  of  1981". 

5  FINDINGS  AND  PUBPOSB 

6  Sec.  2.  (a)  The  Congress  finds  and  declares  that  the 

7  present  annual  Federal  budget  process — 
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1  (1)  provides  the  Congress  with  insufficient  time  to 

2  effectively  perform  its  legislative  and  oversight  respon- 

3  sibilities; 

4  (2)  provides  the  relevant  committees  of  the  Senate 

5  and  the  House  of  Representatives  with  insufficient  time 

6  to  review  and  evaluate  the  costs  and  benefits  of  com- 

7  plex  Federal  programs; 

8  (3)    provides    the    relevant    conunittees    of   each 

9  House  with  insufficient  time  to  review  the  formulas 

10  and  financing  mechanisms  utilized  in  current  entitle- 

11  ment  programs,  and  such  insufficient  time  has  contrib- 

12  uted  to  unrestrained  growth  in  Federal  expenditures; 

13  and 

14  (4)  provides  Federal  agencies  and  State  and  local 

15  authorities  insufficient  time  to  plan  for  changes  in  Fed- 

16  eral  programs. 

17  (b)  It  is  the  purpose  of  this  Act  to  establish  a  more  effec- 

18  tive  and  comprehensive  budget  process  by — 

19  (1)  establishing  a  two-year  period  for  adoption  and 

20  revision  of  the  Federal  budget; 

21  (2)  establishing  a  timetable  to  allow  for  oversight 

22  hearings  by  the  relevant  conunittees  of  the  Senate  and 

23  the  House  of  Representatives  to  review  the  complex 

24  programs  of  the  Federal  Government; 
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1  (3)  establishing  a  timetable  for  appropriations  and 

2  final  budget  spending  decisions,  which  would  follow  the 

3  findings  of  the  review  and  oversight  process;  and 

4  (4)  strengthening,  congressional  budget  procedures 

5  by   requiring   separate    and   distinct   consideration    of 

6  authorizing    legislation,    appropriation   bills,    and    the 

7  budget,  thus  allowing  time  for  full  evaluation  of  alter- 

8  native  approaches  in  the  funding  of  the  various  pro- 

9  grams  and  agencies  of  the  Federal  Government. 

10  BEVI8ION  OF  TIMETABLE 

11  Sec.  3.  Section  300  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 

12  1974  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

13  "timetable 

14  "Sec.  300.  The  timetable  with  respect  to  the  congres- 

15  sional  budget  process  for  any  Congress  (beginning  with  the 

16  Ninety-eighth  Congress)  is  as  follows: 

'Tint  Session 

"On  or  before:  Action  to  be  completed: 

November  10  (of  the  preceding  President  submitr  current  services  budget  for  the 
year).  biennia]  fiscal  period  beginning  in  the  suc- 

ceeding even-numbered  year. 

January  15 President  submits  his  budget  for  the  biennial 

fiscal  period. 

January  15 AU  committees  begm  oversight  hearings  with 

respect  to  major  Federal  programs. 

March  1 Comptroller  General  of  the  United  Statea  re- 
ports evaluations  of  major  Federal  programi 
to  the  standing  committees. 

April  1 Committees  complete  oversiight  hearings   and 

report  to  the  Budget  Committees  of  both 
Houses  with  respect  to  the  biemiial  fiscal 
period. 

April  30 Congressional  Budget  Office  submits  report  to 

the  Budget  Committees  with  respect  to  the 
biennial  fiscal  period. 
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"First  Session — Continued 

June  30 Budget  Committees  report  first  concurrent  reso- 
lution on  the  budget  for  the  biennial  fiscal 
period  to  their  Houses. 

July  31 Congress  completes  action  on  first  concurrent 

resolution  on  the  budget  for  the  biennial  fiscal 
period. 

September  15 Committees  report  allocations  of  first  concurrent 

resolution  on  the  budget  among  programs 
within  their  respective  jurisdictions. 

December  15 Congress  completes  action  on  bills  and  resolu- 
tions authorizing  new  budget  authority  for  the 
biennial  fiscal  period. 

"Second  Session 

"On  or  before:  Action  to  be  completed: 

January'  15 President  submits  revised  budget  for  the  biennial 

fiscal  period. 
March  15 Congressional  Budget  Office  submits  report  to 

the  Budget  Committees  on  the  President's 

revised  budget. 
April  15 House  Appropriations  Conunittee  reports  bills 

for  the  biennial  fiscal  period. 
May  1 Senate  Appropriations  Committee  reports  bills 

for  the  biennial  fiscal  period. 
July  31 Congress  completes  action,  except  enrollment, 

on  bills  and  resolutions  providing  new  spend- 
ing authority  for  the  biennial  fiscal  period. 
August  15 Budget   Committees  report  second  concurrent 

resolution  on  the  budget  for  the  biennial  fiscal 

period  to  their  Houses. 
September  15 Congress  completes  action  on  second  concurrent 

resolution  on  the  budget  for  the  biennial  fiscal 

period. 
October  1 Congress  completes  action  on  reconciliation  bill 

or  resolution  to  implement  second  concurrent 

resolution  on  the  budget  for  the  biennial  fiscal 

period. 
October  1 Biennial  fiscal  period  begins.". 


1  TWO-YBAE  CYCLE  FOB  CONOBE88IONAL  BUDGET  PBOcJbSS 

2  Sec  4.  (a)  Section  2(2)  of  the  Congressional  Budget 

3  and  Impoundment  Control  Act  of  1974  is  amended  by  strik- 

4  ing    out    **each    year"     and    inserting    in    lieu    thereof 

5  "biennially". 
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1  (b)(1)  Section  3(1)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

2  (A)  by  striking  out  ''fiscal  year"  and  inserting  in 

3  lieu  thereof  "biennial  fiscal  period";  and 

4  (B)  by  striking  out  "such  year"  and  inserting  in 

5  lieu  thereof  "such  period". 

6  (2)  Section  3(4)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out 

7  "fiscal  year"  each  place  it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu  there- 

8  of  "biennial  fiscal  period". 

9  (3)  Section  3  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by  adding 

10  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  paragraph: 

11  "(6)  The  term  'biennial  fiscal  period'  means  the 

12  period  of  2  years  beginning  on  October  1  of  any  even- 

13  numbered  year  and  ending  on  September  30  of  the 

14  succeeding  even-numbered  year.". 

15  (c)(1)  Section  202(f)(1)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act 

16  of  1974  is  amended — 

17  (A)  by  striking  out  "April  1  of  each  year"  and  in- 

18  serting  in  lieu  thereof  "April  30  of  each  odd-numbered 

19  year"; 

20  (B)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year  conmiencing  on 

21  October  1  of  that  year"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

22  "biennial  fiscal  period  conmiencing  on  October  1  of  the 

23  succeeding  year";  and 
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1  (C)  by  striking  out  "such  fiscal  year''  each  place 

2  it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "such  biennial 

3  fiscal  period". 

4  (2)  Section  202(f)  of  such  Act  (as  amended  by  paragraph 

5  (1)  of  this  subsection)  is  further  amended — 

6  (A)  by  redesignating  paragraph  (2)  as  paragraph 

7  (3)  and  (in  such  paragraph)  striking  out  "paragraph 

8  (1)"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "paragraphs  (1)  and 

9  (2)";  and 

10  (B)  by  inserting  after  paragraph  (1)  the  following 

1 1  new  paragraph: 

12  "(2)  On  March  15  of  each  even-numbered  year, 

13  the  Director  shall  transmit  to  the  Conmiittees  on  the 

14  Budget   of   the   House    of   Representatives    and   the 

15  Senate  such  revisions  of  the  report  required  by  para- 

16  graph  (1)  as  may  be  necessary  due  to  changing  eco- 

17  nomic   conditions   and   due   to   any   revisions   in   the 

18  Budget  transmitted  by  the  President  to  the  Congress 

19  on  January  15  of  that  year  under  the  last  sentence  of 

20  section  201(a)  of  the  Budget  and  Accounting  Act, 

21  1921.". 

22  (d)(1)  Section  301(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

23  (A)  by  striking  out  "May  15"  in  the  subsection 

24  heading  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "July  31  of  Each 

25  Odd-Numbered  Year"; 
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1  (B)  by  striking  out  "May  15  of  each  year"  in  the 

2  first  sentence  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "July  31  of 

3  each  odd-numbered  year";  and 

4  (C)  by  striking  out  "the  fiscal  year  beginning  on 

5  October  1  of  such  year"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

6  "the  biennial  fiscal  period  beginning  on  October  1  of 

7  the  succeeding  year". 

8  (2)  Section  301(b)(1)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 

9  out  "fiscal  year"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "biennial  fiscal 

10  period". 

1 1  (3)  Section  301(c)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

12  (A)  by  striking  out  "Views  and  Estimates  of  in 

13  the  subsection  heading  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

14  "Oversight  and  Reports  by"; 

15  (B)  by  redesignating  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2)  as 

16  subparagraphs  (A)  and  (B),  respectively; 

17  (C)  by  redesignating  the  matter  after  the  subsec- 

18  tion  heading  as  paragraph  (2); 

19  (D)  by  inserting  after  the  subsection  heading  the 

20  following  new  paragraph: 

21  "(1)  On  January  15  of  each  odd-numbered  year, 

22  each  standing  committee  of  the  House  of  Representa- 

23  tives  and  the  Senate  shall  commence  hearings  and 

24  evaluations  with  respect  to  major  Federal  programs 

25  within  the  jurisdiction  of  such  committee.  In  conduct- 
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1  ing  such  hearings,  such  committees  shall  receive  testi- 

2  mony  from  Members  of  Congress  and  such  appropriate 

3  representatives  of  Federal  departments  and  agencies, 

4  the  general  public,  and  national  organizations  as  the 

5  committee  deems  desirable."; 

6  (E)  by  striking  out  "March  15  of  each  year"  in 

7  paragraph  (2)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "April  1  of 

8  each  odd-numbered  year"; 

9  .     (F)  by  inserting  "a  report  containing"  before  the 

10  dash  in  paragraph  (2); 

11  (G)  by  striking  out  "and"  after  the  semicolon  in 

12  subparagraph  (A)  of  paragraph  (2)  (as  redesignated  by 

13  subparagraphs  (B)  and  (C)  of  this  paragraph); 

14  (H)  by  striking  out  "the  fiscal  year  beginning  on 

15  October  1  of  such  year."  in  subparagraph  (B)  of  para- 

16  graph  (2)  (as  redesignated  by  subparagraphs  (A)  and 

17  (B)  of  this  paragraph)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "the 

18  biennial  fiscal  period  beginning  on  October  1  of  the 

19  succeeding  year;";  and 

20  (I)  by  inserting  after  subparagraph  (B)  of  para- 

21  graph  (2)  (as  redesignated  by  subparagraphs  (B)  and 

22  (C)   of  this   paragraph)   the   following  new   subpara- 

23  graphs: 

24  "(C)  a  description  of  the  recommendations  of 

25  the  committee  with  respect  to  major  Federal  pro- 
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1  grams  made  as  a  result  of  the  hearings  and  evalu- 

2  ations  conducted  pursuant  to  paragraph  (1); 

3  *'(D)    comments    on    the    recommendations 

4  made  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United 

5  States  in  the  report  required  under  section  405 

6  with  respect  to  controlling  costs  and  improving  ef- 

7  ficiency  in  major  Federal  programs;  and 

8  ''(E)  in  the  case  of  any  committee  haying  ju- 

9  risdiction  of  any  program  for  which  spending  au- 

10  thority,  as  defined  in  section  401(c)(2)(C),  is  pro- 

11  videdy   specific  recommendations  concerning  any 

12  change  in  such  program  which  would  strengthen 

13  the  ability  of  the  Congress  to  exercise  fiscal  con- 

14  trol  over  outlays  under  such  program.". 

15  (4)  Section  301(d)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

16  (A)  by  striking  out  ''fiscal  year"  in  the  first  sen- 

17  tence  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "biennial  fiscal 

18  period"; 

19  (B)  by  striking  out  "April  15  ot  each  year"  in  the 

20  third  sentence  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "June  30  of 

21  each  odd-numbered  year"; 

22  (C)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year  beginning  on  Octo- 

23  ber  1  of  such  year"  in  the  third  sentence  and  inserting 

24  in  lieu  thereof  "biennial  fiscal  period  b^^inning  on  Oo- 

25  tober  1  of  the  succeeding  year"; 


Digitized  by 


Google 


678 


10 

1  (D)  by  striking  out  "five  fiscal"  in  paragraph  (6) 

2  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "four"; 

3  (E)  by  striking  out  "such  fiscal  year"  in  para- 

4  graph  (6)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "the  first  year  of 

5  such  biennial  fiscal  period/';  and 

6  (F)  by   striking  out   "each   fiscal  year  in   such 

7  period"  in  paragraph  (6)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

8  "each  year  in  such  four-year  period". 

9  (5)  Section  301(e)  of  stfch  Act  is  amended — 

10  (A)  by  striking  out  "set  for"  in  paragraph  (1)  and 

11  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "set  forth";  and 

12  (B)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  in  paragraph  (2) 

13  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "biennial  fiscal  period"; 

14  and 

15  (e)  The  last  sentence  of  section  302(b)  of  such  Act  is 

16  amended — 

17  (1)  by  striking  out  "Each"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

18  thereof  "By  September  15  of  each  odd-numbered  year, 

19  each";  and 

20  (2)  by  striking  out  "promptly". 

21  (f)(1)  Section  303(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

22  (A)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  each  place  it  ap- 

23  pears   and  inserting   in   lieu   thereof   "biennial   fiscal 

24  period";  and 
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1  (B)  by  striking  out  "such  year"  and  inserting  in 

2  lieu  thereof  "such  perio|d". 

3  (2)  Section  303(b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 

4  out  "fiscal  year"  each  place  it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu 

5  thereof  "biennial  fiscal  period". 

6  (g)(1)  Section  304  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 

7  out  "fiscal  year"  each  place  it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu 

8  thereof  "biennial  fiscal  period". 

9  (2)  The  section  heading  for  section  304  of  such  Act  is 

10  amended  by  striking  out  "of"  the  second  place  it  appears 

1 1  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "on". 

12  (h)(1)(A)  Section  305(a)(3)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 

13  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "bi- 

14  ennial  fiscal  period". 

15  (B)  Paragraphs  (6),  (7),  (8),  and  (9)  of  section  305(a)  of 

16  such  Act  are  redesignated  as  paragraphs  (5),  (6),  (7),  and  (8), 

17  respectively. 

18  (2)(A)  Section  305(b)(3)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 

19  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "bi- 

20  ennial  fiscal  period". 

21  (B)  Paragraphs  (6)  and  (7)  of  section  305(b)  of  such  Act 

22  are  redesignated  as  paragraphs  (5)  and  (6),  respectively. 

23  (iXD  Section  307  of  such  Act  is  amended — 
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1  (A)  by  striking  out  the  section  heading  and  insert^ 

2  ing  in  lieu  thereof  "committee  action  on  appbo- 

3  PBIATION  AND  OTHEB  SPENDING  BILLS"; 

4  (B)  by  inserting  "(a)  Cobimittee  Action  on 

5  Rbgulab      APPBOPBLA.TIONS      BiLLS.---"      before 

6  "Prior"; 

7  (C)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  and  inserting  in 

8  lieu  thereof  "biennial  fiscal  period"; 

9  (D)  by  striking  out  "that  year"  each  place  it  ap- 

10  pears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "that  period";  and 

11  (E)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 

12  new  subsection: 

13  "(b)  Rbpobting  of  Cbbtain  Mbasubbs. — (1)  All 

14  bills  and  resolutions  providing  budget  authority  or  spending 

15  authority  (as  defined  by  section  401(c)(2)(C))  for  any  biennial 

16  fiscal  period — 

17  "(A)  shall  be  reported  to  the  House  of  Repre- 

18  sentatives  no  later  than  April  15  of  the  year  in  which 

19  such  period  begins;  and 

20  "(B)  shall  be  reported  to  the  Senate  no  later  than 

21  May  1  of  the  year  in  which  such  period  begins. 

22  "(2)  If  a  committee  of  the  House  of  Representatives  or 

23  the  Senate  determines  that  changes  in  circumstances  with 

24  the  passage  of  time  require  a  waiver  of  paragraph  (1)  with 

25  respect  to  any  bill  or  resolution  providing  supplemental  ap- 
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1  propriations  for  any  period,  such  committee  may  report,  and 

2  the  House  or  Senate  may  consider  and  adopt,  a  resolution 

3  waiving  the  application  of  such  paragraph  in  the  case  of  such 

4  bill  or  resolution.". 

5  (2)  The  item  relating  to  section  307  in  the  table  of  con- 

6  tents  in  section  1(b)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  and  Im- 

7  poundment  Control  Act  of  1974  is  amended  to  read  as  fol- 

8  lows: 

"Sec.  307.  Committee  action  on  appropriation  and  other  spending  Irills.". 

9  (j)(l)  Section  308  (a)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 

10  1974  is  amended — 

11  (A)  by  striking  out  ''fiscal  year"  in  the  matter 

12  preceding  paragraph  (1)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

13  ''biennial  fiscal  period"; 

14  (B)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  in  paragraph 

15  ^     (1)(A)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "biennial  fiscal 

16  period"; 

17  (C)  by  inserting  a  comma  after  "projection"  in 

18  paragraph  (1)(B); 

19  (D)  by  striking  out  "5  fiscal"  in  paragraph  (1)(B) 

20  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "4"; 

21  (E)  by  striking  out  "such  fiscal  year"  in  pan^ 

22  graph  (IKB)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "the  first  year 

23  of  such  biennial  fiscal  period,"; 
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1  (F)  by  striking  out  "such  period"  in  paragraph 

2  (1)(B)    and   inserting    in    lieu    thereof    "such.  4-year 

3  period"; 

4  (G)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  in  paragraph 

5  (2)(A)   and  inserting  in  lieu   thereof  "biennial  fiscal 

6  period"; 

7  (H)  by  striking  out   "such  year"   in  paragraph 

8  (2)(A)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "such  period"; 

9  (I)  by  inserting  a  comma  after  "projection"  in 

10  paragraph  (2)(B); 

11  (J)  by  striking  out  "5  fiscal"  in  paragraph  (2)(B) 

12  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "4"; 

13  (K)  by  striking  out  "such  fiscal  year"  in  para- 

14  graph  (2)(B)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "the  first 

15  year  of  such  biennial  fiscal  period/'; 

16  (L)  by  striking  out  "such  period"  in  paragraph 

17  (2)(B)    and    inserting    in    lieu    thereof    "such    4-year 

18  period";  and 

19  (M)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  each  place  it  ap- 

20  pears  in  the  last  sentence  of  such  subsection  and  in- 

21  serting  in  lieu  thereof  "biennial  fiscal  period". 

22  (2)  Section  308(b)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

23  (A)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  in  the  first  sen- 

24  tence   and   inserting  in   lieu   thereof   "biennial   fiscal 

25  period"; 
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1  (B)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  each  place  it  ap- 

2  .  pears  in  paragraph  (1)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  'Iri- 

3  ennial  fiscal  period"; 

4  (C)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  in  paragraph  (2) 

5  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "biennial  fiscal  period"; 

6  (D)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  in  paragraph  (3) 

7  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "biennial  fiscal  period"; 

8  (E)  by  striking  out  "such  year"  each  place  it  ap- 

9  pears  in  paragraph  (3)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

10  "such  period";  and 

11  (F)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  each  place  it  ap- 

12  pears  in  paragraph  (4)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  '^i- 

13  ennial  fiscal  period". 

14  (3)  Section  308(c)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

15  (A)  by  striking  out  "Fivb-Ybab"  in  the  subsec- 

16  tion  heading  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "FouB- 

17  Ybab"; 

18  (B)  by  striking  out  "each  fiscal  year"  each  place 

19  it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "each  biennial 

20  fiscal  period"; 

21  (C)  by  striking  out  "5  fiscal  years  beginning  with 

22  such  fiscal  year"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "4  years 

23  beginning  with  the  first  year  in  such  biennial  fiscal 

24  period";  and 
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1  (D)  by  striking  out  "such  period"  each  place  it 

2  appears   and  inserting  in  lieu   thereof  ''such  4-year 

3  period". 

4  (k)(l)  Section  309  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

5  (A)  by  inserting  a  semicolon  and  "limitation  on 

6  ENBOLLMENT  OF  CERTAIN  BILLS  AND  BESOLUTIONS" 

7  at  the  end  of  the  section  heading; 

8  (B)  by  inserting  "(a)  Completion  op  Action 

9  Requibed. — "  before  "Except"; 

10  (C)  by  striking  out  "the  seventh  day  after  Labor 

11  Day  of  each  year"  in  the  matter  preceding  paragraph 

12  (1)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "July  31  of  each  even- 

13  numbered  year"; 

14  (D)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  each  place  it  ap- 

15  pears  in  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2)  and  inserting  in  lieu 

16  thereof  "biennial  fiscal  period";  and 

17  (E)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 

18  new  subsection: 

19  "(b)  Limitation  on  Enbollment. — Bills  and  resolu- 

20  tions  providing  new  budget  authority  for  any  biennial  fiscal 

21  period    or   new    spending    authority   described   in    section 

22  401(c)(2)(C)  for  any  biennial  fiscal  period  shall  not  be  en- 

23  rolled  until  the  concurrent  resolution  required  to  be  reported 

24  under  section  310(a)  for  such  biennial  fiscal  period  has  been 

25  agreed  to,  and  if  a  reconciliation  bill  or  reconciliation  resolu- 
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1  tion,  or  both  are  required  to  be  reported  under  section  310(c) 

2  for  such  biennial  fiscal  period,  until  Congress  has  completed 

3  action  on  that  bill  or  resolution,  or  both.". 

4  (2)  The  item  relating  to  section  309  in  the  table  of  con- 

5  tents  in  section  1(b)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  and  Im- 

6  poundment  Control  Act  of  1974  is  amended  by  inserting 

7  before  the  period  at  the  end  thereof  a  semicolon  and  "limita- 

8  tion  on  enrollment  of  certain  bills  and  resolutions". 

9  Q)(l)  Section  310(a)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 

10  1974  is  amended — 

11  (A)  by  striking  out  ''The"  in  the  first  sentence 

12  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ''By  August  15  of  each 

13  even-numbered  year,  the"; 

14  (B)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  in  the  first  sen- 

15  tence   and  inserting  in   lieu   thereof  "biennial  fiscal 

16  period"; 

17  (C)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  each  place  it  ap- 

18  pears  in  subparagraphs  (A)  and  (C)  of  paragraph  (1) 

19  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "biennial  fiscal  period"; 

20  and 

21  (D)  by  inserting  "or  prior  biennial  fiscal  periods, 

22  as  the  case  may  be"  after  "prior  fiscal  years"  in  sub- 

23  paragraph  (B)  of  paragraph  (1). 
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1  (2)  Section  310(b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 

2  out  "each  year"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "each  even- 

3  numbered  year". 

4  (3)  Section  310(d)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 
6  out  "September  26  of  each  year"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

6  "October  1  of  each  even-numbered  year". 

7  (4)  Section  310(f)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

8  (A)  by  striking  out   "It"   and  inserting  in  lieu 

9  thereof  "In  any  even-numbered  year,  it";  and 

10  (B)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  each  place  it  ap- 

11  pears   and   inserting   in   lieu   thereof   "biennial   fiscal 

12  period". 

13  (m)  Section  311  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out 

14  "fiscal  year"  each  place  it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu  there- 
16  of  "biennial  fiscal  period". 

16  (n)(l)  Section  401(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 

17  out  "fiscal  year"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "biennial  fiscal 

18  period". 

19  (2)(A)  Section  401(b)(1)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 

20  striking  out  "the  fiscal  year  which  begins  during  the  calendar 

21  year  in"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "the  first  biennial  fiscal 

22  period  which  begins  after  the  date  on". 

23  (B)  Section  401(b)(2)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 

24  out  "fiscal  year"  each  place  it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu 
26  thereof  "biennial  fiscal  period". 
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1  (o)(l)  Section  402  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

2  (A)  by  striking  out  "bbpobting  op"  in  the  sec- 

3  tion  heading  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ''action 

4  ON"; 

5  (B)  by  striking  out  the  subsection  heading  for  sub- 

6  section  (a)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Dates  fob 

7  B.EPOBTINO  AND  PiNAL  ACTION. — (1)"; 

8  (C)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  each  place  it  ap- 

9  pears  in  subsection  (a)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "bi- 

10  ennial  fiscal  period"; 

11  (D)  by  striking  out  "May  15''  in  subsection  (a) 

12  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "July  31  of  the  odd-num- 

13  bered  year";  and 

14  (E)  by  adding  at  the  end  of  subsection  (a)  the  fol- 

15  lowing  new  paragraph: 

16  "(2)  The  Congress  shall  complete  action  on  all  bills  and 

17  resolutions  directly  or  indirectly  authorizing  the  enactment  of 

18  new  budget  authority  for  a  biennial  fiscal  period  no  later  than 

19  December  15  of  the  odd-numbered  year  preceding  the  year  in 

20  which  such  period  begins.". 

21  (2)  The  table  of  contents  in  section  1(b)  of  the  Congres- 

22  sional  Budget  and  Impoundment  Control  Act  of  1974  is 

23  amended  by  striking  out  "Beporting  of  in  the  item  relating 

24  to  section  402  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Action  on". 
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1  (p)  Section  403(1)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 

2  1974  is  amended  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year  in  which  it  is  to 

3  become  effective  and  in  each  of  the  4  fiscal  years  following 

4  such  fiscal  year"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "biennial  fiscal 

5  period  in  which  it  is  to  become  effective  and  in  the  succeed- 

6  ing  biennial  fiscal  period". 

7  (q)(l)  Title  IV  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974 

8  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 

9  section: 

10  "bepobt  by  the  comptbolleb  genebal  op  the 

11  united  states 

12  "Sec.  405.  By  March  1  of  each  odd-numbered  year,  the 

13  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States  shall  prepare  and 

14  transmit  to  each  of  the  standing  committees  of  the  Senate 

15  and  the  House  of  Brcpresentatives  a  report  containing  an 

16  evaluation  of  each  major  Federal  program.  The  evaluations 

17  required  by  the  preceding  sentence  shall  include — 

18  "(1)  an  analysis  of  the  reconmiendations  made 

19  with  respect  to  such  programs  by  the  President  in  the 

20  Budget  submitted  imder  section  201(a)  of  the  Budget 

21  and  Accoimting  Act,  1921,  on  January  15  of  such  odd- 

22  numbered  year;  and 

23  "(2)  where  possible,  a  description  of  methods  to 

24  improve  efficiency  and  control  costs  in  each  such  Fed- 

25  eral  program.". 
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1  (2)  The  table  of  contents  in  section  1(b)  of  the  Congres- 

2  sional  Budget  and  Impoundment  Control  Act  of  1974  is 

3  amended  by  inserting  after  the  item  relating  to  section  404 

4  the  following  new  item: 

"Sec.  405.  Report  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  St&tes.". 

5  (3)  Section  904  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 

6  1974  is  amended  by  inserting  ''(except  section  405)"  after 

7  "IV"  each  place  it  appears. 

8  (r)(l)  Section  605(a)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 

9  1974  is  amended — 

10  (A)  by  striking  out  "each  year  (beginning  with 

11  1975)"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "each  even-num- 

12  bered  year  (beginning  with  1982)"; 

13  (B)  by  striking  out  "the  ensuing  fiscal  year"  and 

14  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "the  biennial  fiscal  period  be- 

15  ginning  in  the  succeeding  even-numbered  year";  and 

16  (C)  by  striking  out  "such  ensuing  fiscal  year"  and 

17  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "such  period". 

18  (2)  Section  605  of  such  Act  (as  amended  by  paragraph 

19  (1)  of  this  subsection)  is  further  amended — 

20  (A)  by  redesignating  subsection  (b)  as  subsection 

21  (c)  and  by  (in  such  subsection)  striking  out  "so  submit- 

22  ted"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "submitted  imder 

23  subsections  (a)  and  (b)";  and 

24  (B)  by  inserting  after  subsection  (a)  the  following 

25  new  subsection: 
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1  "(b)  On  or  before  November  10  of  each  odd-numbered 

2  year  (beginning  with  1983),  the  President  shall  submit  to  the 

3  Senate  and  the  House  of  Representatives  such  revisions  in 

4  the  estimated  outlays  and  proposed  budget  authority  for  the 

5  biennial  fiscal  period  beginning  in  the  succeeding  even-num- 

6  bered  year  submitted  pursuant  to  subsection  (a)  as 'he  deter- 

7  mines  may  be  necessary/'. 

8  (s)  Section  1012(a)  of  the  Impoundment  Control  Act  of 

9  1974  is  amended  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  each  place  it 

10  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "biennial  fiscal  period". 

11  (t)  The  last  sentence  of  section  1013(a)  of  such  Act  is 

12  amended  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

13  thereof  "biennial  fiscal  period". 

14  (u)  Section  1014(e)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 

15  out  "fiscal  year"  each  place  it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu 

16  thereof  "biennial  fiscal  period". 

17  (v)  Clause  1(b)(4)  of  rule  X  of  the  Rules  of  the  House  of 

18  Representatives  is  amended  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  and 

19  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "biennial  fiscal  period". 

20  AMENDMENTS  TO  BUDGET  AND  ACCOUNTINO  ACT,  1921 

21  Sec.  5.  (a)(1)  So  much  of  section  201(a)  of  the  Budget 

22  and  Accounting  Act,  1921  (31  U.S.C.  11(a)),  as  precedes 

23  paragraph  (1)  thereof  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

24  "(a)  The  President  shall  transmit  to  the  Congress,  by 

25  January  15  of  the  first  session  of  each  Congress  beginning 
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1  with  the  Ninety-eighth  Congress,  the  budget  for  the  biennial 

2  fiscal  period  (as  defined  in  section  3(6)  of  the  Congressional 

3  Budget  and  Impoimdment  Control  Act  of  1974)  beginning  on 

4  October  1  of  the  succeeding  calendar  year.  The  budget  trans- 

5  mitted  under  this  subsection  shall  include  the  President's 

6  budget,  message,  summary  data  and  text,  and  supporting 

7  detail.  The  budget  shall  set  forth  in  such  form  and  detail  as 

8  the  President  may  determine — ". 

9  (2)  Section  201(a)(5)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

10  (A)  by  striking  out  ''fiscal  year  and  projections  for 

11  the  four  fiscal  years  immediately  following  the  ensuing 

12  fiscal  year''  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "biennial  fiscal 

13  period  and  projections  for  the  biennial  fiscal  period  im- 

14  mediately  following  such  biennial  fiscal  period"; 

15  (B)  by  striking  out  "each  year"  and  inserting  in 

16  lieu  thereof  "the  second  session  of  each  Congress". 

17  (3)  Section  201(a)(6)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 

18  out  "fiscal  year  and  projections  for  the  four  fiscal  years  im- 

19  mediately  following  the  ensuing  fiscal  year"  and  inserting  in 

20  lieu  thereof  "biennial  fiscal  period  and  projectipns  for  the  bi- 

21  ennial  fiscal  period  immediately  following  such  biennial  fiscal 

22  period". 

23  (4)  Section  201(a)(9)  of  such  Act  is  amended— 
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1  (A)  by  inserting  "or  the  last  completed  biennial 

2  fiscal  period,  as  the  case  may  be''  after  "the  last  com- 

3  pleted  fiscal  year"; 

4  (B)  by  inserting  "or  at  the  end  of  the  biennial 
6  fiscal  period  in  progress,  as  the  case  may  be"  after 

6  "fiscal  year  in  progress";  and 

7  (C)  by  striking  out  "ensuing  fiscal  year"  and  in- 

8  serting  in  lieu  thereof  "ensuing  biennial  fiscal  period". 

9  (6)  Section  201(a)(12)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

10  (A)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  in  subparagraph 

11  (A)    and    inserting    in    lieu    thereof    "biennial    fiscal 

12  period";  and 

13  (B)  by  striking  out  "each  of  the  four  fiscal  years, 

14  immediately  following  that  ensuing  fiscal  year,"  in  sub- 

15  paragraph  (B)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "the  bienni- 

16  al  fiscal  period  immediately  following  such  biennial 

17  fiscal  period". 

18  (6)  Section  201(a)(13)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  strik- 

19  ing  out  "fiscal  year"  each  place  it  appears  and  inserting  in 

20  Keu  thereof  "biennial  fijscal  period". 

21  (7)  Section  201(a)  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by 

22  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following:  "By  January  15  of 

23  the  second  session  of  each  Congress  the  President  shall 

24  transmit  to  the  Congress  any  revisions  he  may  desire  to  make 
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1  in   the   budget   transmitted   in   the   first   session   of   that 

2  Congress.". 

3  (b)  Section  201(b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 

4  out  "fiscal  year"  each  place  it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu 
6  thereof  "biennial  fiscal  period". 

6  (c)  Section  201(c)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

7  (1)  by  striking  out  "four  fiscal  years"  in  para- 

8  graph  (1)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "biennial  fiscal 

9  period"; 

10  (2)  by  striking  out  "ensuing  fiscal  year"  in  such 

11  paragraph  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "ensuing  bienni- 

12  al  fiscal  period"; 

13  (3)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  years"  in  paragraph  (2) 

14  and  inserting  in  Ueu  thereof  "the  first  biennial  fiscal 

15  period";  and 

16  (4)  by  striking  out  "ensuing  fiscal  year"  each 

17  place  it  appears  in  such  paragraph  and  inserting  in  lieu 

18  thereof  "ensuing  biennial  fiscal  period". 

19  (d)  Section  201(d)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 

20  out  "fiscal  year"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "biennial  fiscal 

21  period". 

22  (e)  Section  201(e)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

23  (1)  by  striking  out  "each  fiscal  year"  and  insert- 

24  ing  in  lieu  thereof  "each  biennial  fiscal  period";  and 
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1  (2)  by  striking  out  "such  fiscal  year"  and  inserting 

2  in  lieu  thereof  "such  period". 

3  (f)  Section  201(f)  of  such  Act  is  amended^ 

4  (1)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  in  the  matter  pre- 

5  ceding  paragraph  (1)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "bi- 

6  ennial  fiscal  period"; 

7  (2)  by  inserting  "or  the  last  completed  biennial 

8  fiscal  period,  as  the  case  may  be"  after  "last  completed 

9  fiscal  year"  in  paragraph  (1); 

10  (3)  by  inserting  "or  such  biennial  fiscal  period,  as 

11  the  case  may  be"  after  "such  fiscal  year"  in  such  para- 

12  graph; 

13  (4)  by  inserting  "or  the  last  completed  biennial 

14  fiscal  period,  as  the  case  may  be,"  after  "last  complet- 

15  ed  fiscal  year"  in  paragraph  (2); 

16  (6)  by  striking  out  "such  year"  each  place  it  ap- 

17  pears  in  such  paragraph  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

18  "such  fiscal  year  or  such  biennial  fiscal  period,  as  the 

19  case  may  be"; 

20  (6)  by  inserting  "or  such  biennial  fiscal  period,  as 

21  the  case  may  be,"  after  "such  fiscal  year"  the  first 

22  place  it  appears  in  paragraph  (3);  and 

23  (7)  by  inserting  "or  such  biennial  fiscal  period,  as 

24  the  case  may  be"  before  the  period  in  such  paragraph. 
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1  (g)  Section  201(g)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 

2  out  "fiscal  year"  each  place  it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu 

3  thereof  "biennial  fiscal  period". 

4  (h)  Section  201(h)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 

5  out  "fiscal  year"  each  place  it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu 

6  thereof  "biennial  fiscal  period". 

7  (i)  Section  201  (i)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

8  (1)  by  striking  out  "each  fiscal  year"  and  insert- 

9  ing  in  lieu  thereof  "each  biennial  fiscal  period";  and 

10  (2)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year  ending  September 

11  30,  1979"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "biennial  fiscal 

12  period  beginning  October  1,  1984". 

13  GONVEBSION  TO  BIENNIAL  FISCAL  PEBIOD 

14  Sec.  6.  (a)(1)  Section  237(a)  of  the  Revised  Statutes 
16  (31  U.S.C.  1020(a))  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

16  "(a)  In  all  matters  of  accounts,  receipts,  expenditures, 

17  estimates,  and  appropriations — 

18  "(1)  there  shall  be,  through  September  30,  1984, 

19  a  fiscal  year  of  the  United  States  commencing  on  Octo- 

20  her  1  of  each  year  and  ending  on  September  30  of  the 

21  following  year;  and 

22  "(2)  there  shall  be,  beginning  on  October  1,  1984, 

23  a  biennial  fiscal  period  of  the  United  States  beginning 

24  on  October  1  of  each  even-numbered  year  and  ending 
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1  on   September   30   of   the   following   even-numbered 

2  year.". 

3  (2)  Section  237(b)  of  the  Revised  Statutes  (31  U.S.C. 

4  1020(b))  is  amended  by  inserting  "or  each  biennial  fiscal 

5  period,  as  the  case  may  be,"  after  "fiscal  year". 

6  (b)  Section  504  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 

7  1974  (31  U.S.C.  1020a)  is  amended— 

8  (i)  by  striking  out  "or  any  fiscal  year  thereafter" 

9  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "through  the  fiscal  year 

10  1984";  and 

11  (2)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof:  "Any  law  pro- 

12  viding  for  an  authorization  of  appropriations  for  the 

13  fiscal  year  1985  or  any  fiscal  year  thereafter  shall  be 

14  construed  as  referring  to  the  one-year  period  within  a 

15  biennial  fiscal  period  beginning  on  October  1  of  the  cal- 

16  endar  year  having  the  same  calendar  year  number  as 

17  the  preceding  fiscal  year  number  and  ending  on  Sep- 

18  tember  30  of  the  calendar  year  having  the  same  calen- 

19  dar  year  number  as  the  fiscal  year  number.". 

20  (c)  Section  118(b)(2)  of  the  Second  Supplemental  Ap- 

21  propriations  Act,  1976  (31  U.S.C.  1020-1)  is  amended  to 

22  read  as^  follows: 

23  "(2)  Effective  on  the  first  day  of  the  Ninety-eighth  Con- 

24  gress,  any  provision  of  law  relating  to  the  Senate  which  con- 

25  tains  an  October  1  or  September  30  date  which  is  related  to 
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1  the  beginning  or  end  of  a  fiscal  year  shall  be  treated  as  refer- 

2  ring  to  the  beginning  or  end,  as  the  case  may  be,  of  a  one- 

3  year  period  within  a  biennial  fiscal  period,  as  established  by 

4  section  237(a)  of  the  Revised  Statutes.". 

5  (d)(1)  Subsection  (b)(1)  of  the  first  section  of  the  Act 

6  entitled  "An  Act  to  simplify  accounting,  facilitate  the  pay- 

7  ment  of  obligations,  and  for  other  purposes",  approved  July 

8  25,  1966,  as  amended  (31  U.S.C.  701),  is  amended— 

9  (A)  by  striking  out  "and"  at  the  end  of  subpara- 

10  graph  (A); 

11  (B)  by  inserting  "and  epding  before  October  1, 

12  1984,"  after  "October  1,  1976,"  in  paragraph  (2); 

13  (C)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  sub- 

14  paragraph  (B)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a  semicolon 
16  and  "and";  and 

16  (D)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 

17  new  subparagraph: 

18  "(C)  for  any  biennial  fiscal  period  commencing  on 

19  or  after  October  1,  1984,  on  September  30  of  the  bi- 

20  ennial  fiscal  period  following  that  biennial  fiscal  period 

21  or  the  biennial  fiscal  period,  as  the  case  may  be,  fcnr 

22  which  the  appropriation  is  available  for  oblig^on.". 

23  (2)  Subsection  (b)(2)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

24  (A)  by  striking  out  "and"  at  the  end  of  subpart- 

25  graph  (A); 
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1  (B)  by  inserting  "and  ending  before  October  1, 

2  1984,"  after  "October  1,  1976,"  in  subparagraph  (B); 

3  (C)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  sub- 

4  paragraph  (B)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a  semicolon 

5  and  "and";  and 

6  (D)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

7  "(C)  for  any  biennial  fiscal  period  commencing  on 

8  or  after  October  1,  1984,  not  later  than  November  15 

9  following  the  end  of  such  biennial  fiscal  period,  in 

10  which  the  period  of  availability  for  obligation  expires.". 

11  (e)(1)  Section  106  of  title  1,  United  States  Code,  is 

12  amended  by  striking  out  "year  ending"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

13  thereof  "biennial  fiscal  period  ending". 

14  (2)  The  provisions  of  paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection 

15  shall  be  effective  with  respect  to  Acts^making  appropriations 

16  for  the  support  of  the  Government  for  any  biennial  fiscal 

17  period  commencing  on  or  after  October  1,  1984. 

18  (f)  As  soon  as  practicable,  the  President  shall  prepare 

19  and  transmit  to  the  Congress  proposed  legislation  he  consid- 

20  ers  appropriate  with  respect  to  changes  in  law  necessary  to 

21  provide  authorizations  of  appropriations  for  the  biennial  fiscal 

22  period  beginning  on  October  1,  1984,  and  succeeding  biennial 

23  fiscal  periods. 

24  (g)  The  Director  of  the  Office  of  Management  and 

25  Budget  shall  provide  by  regulation,  order,  or  otherwise  for 


Digitized  by 


Google 


694 


31 

1  the  orderly  transition  by  all  departments,  agencies,  and  in- 

2  strumentalities  of  the  United  States  Government  and  the 

3  government  of  the  District  of  Columbia  from  the  use  of  the 

4  fiscal  year  in  effect  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act  to 

5  the  use  of  the  new  biennial  fiscal  period  prescribed  by  section 

6  237(a)(2)  of  the  Revised  Statutes.  The  Director  shall  prepare 

7  and  submit  to  the  Congress  such  additional  proposed  legisla- 

8  tion  as  he  considers  necessary  to  accomplish  this  objective. 

9  EFFECTIVB  DATE 

10  Sec.  7.  The  provisions  of  this  Act  and  the  amendments 

11  made  by  this  Act  shall  take  effect  on  the  first  day  of  the 

12  Ninety-eighth  Congress,  except  that  the  amendments  made 

13  by  section  4(r)  of  this  Act  shall  take  effect  on  November  9, 

14  1982. 

15  FISCAL  TEAB  1984 

16  Sec.  8.  (a)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  sections  3, 

17  4,  5,  and  6  of  this  Act  and  the  amendments  made  by  such 

18  sections,  the  President  shall  submit  to  the  Congress  a  budget 

19  for  fiscal  year  1984,  and  the  estimates  of  outlays  and  pro- 

20  posed  budget  authority  that  would  have  been  required  under 

21  section  605  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974  (as 

22  such  section  was  in  effect  on  November  8,  1982).  The  provi- 

23  sions  of  section  201(a)  of  the  Budget  and  Accounting  Act, 

24  1921  (as  such  provisions  were  in  effect  on  the  day  before  the 

25  effective  date  of  this  Act)  shall  apply  to  the  submission  by  the 
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1  President  of  the  budget  for  fiscal  year  1984.  The  provisions 

2  of  section  605  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974  (as 

3  such  provisions  were  in  effect  on  November  8,  1982)  shall 

4  apply  with  respect  to  the  submission  of  such  estimates  by  the 
6  President. 

6  (b)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  sections  3,  4,  5, 

7  and  6  of  this  Act  and  the  amendments  made  by  such  sections, 

8  the  Congress  shall  complete  action  on  the  concurrent  resolu- 

9  tions  on  the  budget  that  would  have  been  required  for  fiscal 

10  year  1984  under  the  provisions  of  the  Congressional  Budget 

11  Act  of  1974  as  such  provisions  were  in  effect  on  the  day 

12  before  the  effective  date  of  this  Act.  The  provisions  of  the 

13  Congressional  Budget  and  Impoundment  Control  Act  of 

14  1974  (as  such  provisions  were  in  effect  on  the  day  before  the 

15  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act)  shall  apply  with  respect  to 

16  concurrent  resolutions  on  the  budget  for  fiscal  year  1984, 

17  bills  and  resolutions  providing  new  budget  authority  or  new 

18  spending  authority  for  fiscal  year  1984,  and  bills  and  resolu- 

19  tions  authorizing  the  enactment  of  new  budget  authority  for 

20  fiscal  year  1984. 
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August   9,    1982 


The  Honorable  Wendell  B.  Ford 

United  States  Senate 

363  Russell  Senate  Office 

Building 
Washington,  DC   20510 

Dear  Senators  Ford  and  Quayle: 


The  Honorable  Dan  Quayle 

United  States  Senate 

254  Russell  Senate  Office 

Building 
Washington,  DC   20510 


I  regret  not  being  able  to  attend  the  breakfast  meeting  July  22  on 
your  proposal  for  a  two-year  budget  process.   I  proaised  youc 
staff,  however,  that  I  would  submit  some  written  comments  to  you 
on  the  proposal. 

A  two-year  process  would  have  three  important  benefits.   Firsts  it 
would  promote  more  efficient  planning  and  expenditure  of  funds  by 
program  recipients  through  the  use  of  multi-year  appropriations. 
Second,  it  would  afford  more  time  for  badly-needed  and  systematic 
congressional  oversight.  And  third,  it  would  require  prograa 
authorizations  to  be  enacted  prior  to  action  on  appropriations 
bills. 

It  would,  however,  have  one  major  disadvantage:   instead  of 
reducing  the  current  dominance  of -the  budget  process  over  the 
entire  legislative  process,  it  wogld  expand  that  dominance 
substantially,  greatly  exacerbating  Congress's  many  frustrations 
with  the  process.   In  my  view,  the^process  must  be  reformed,  but 
precisely  in  the  opposite  direction.. 

The  roost  iroportant  defect  in  the  cur^nt  process  is  that  it  simply 
take  up  too  much  of  each  session,  dominating  the  congressional 
calendar  to  the  detriment  of  the  appropriating  and  legislating 
committees  and  without  clear  benefits  to  itself.  The  fact  is  that 
budget  resolutions  take  too  long  to  adopt.  The  first  resolution 
takes  up  more  than  a  third  of  the  typical  congressional  year;  yet 
before  its  adoption  (on  May  15  or,  as  is  ordinarily  the  case,  a 
week  or  two  later).  Congress  cannot  act  on  appropriations  or  other 
spending  legislation  (both,  as  well  as  tax  measures,  must  await 
adoption  of  the  first  resolution  targets  and  reconciliation 
directions,  which  are  now  annual  features  of  tl|e  rssolutiens.) 
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Second  resolutions  take  up  further  time;  yet  they  most  often — _^ , 

merely  ratify  past  decisions  and  update  various  economic,  revenue, 
and  spending  estimates,  rather  than  propose  substantive  decisions. 

A  two-year  process,  as  envisioned  in  your  proposal,  would  add  a 
new  set  of  problems. 

(1)  Adoption  of  the  first  resolution  would  be  largely 
meaningless.   By  the  second  session,  the  basic 
economic,  revenue,  and  spending  estimates  would  be 
likely  to  change,  requiring  an  entire  new  set  of 
estimates  on  which  to  base  the  second  resolution. 
In  practical  terms,  it  would  mean  that  the  second 
budget  resolution  would  become  dominant,  not  only 
setting  targets,  but  the  ceiling  and  floor  as  well. 

(2)  Yet  despite  the  new  estimates  that  are  bound  to  be 
submitted  by  the  President  early  in  the  second 
session,  spending  bills  would  have  to  be  reported  by 
House  committees  on  March  31  and  Senate  committees 
on  April  15.   These  spending  decisions  would  be  made 
without  the  benefit  of  revised  analyses  and  views  by 
the  committees  and  without  revision  of  the  first 
budget  resolution  by  the  Budget  Committees  and  the 
Congress. 

(3)  The  second  resolution  would  have  to  be  reported  on 
June  15,  the  same  day  that  spending  bills  must  be 
agreed  to.   Thus,  the  overall  spending  ceiling  would 
be  set  simultaneously  witti  final  action  on  spending 
bills.   If  a'doption  of  th^  resolution  had  come 
earlier,  Congress  could  hive  acted  to  comply  with 
the  ceiling;  if  later,  the  ceiling  would  have  been 
formulated  to  accommodate  the  spending  actions  (if 
those  actions  were  in  substantial  compliance). 
Requiring  simultaneous  action  achieves  neither  and 
is  likely  to  result  in  furth'er  action  during  the 
reconciliation  process. 

(4)  Past  experience  with  reconciliation  shows  that  there 
are  problems;  but  I  doubt  that  they  can  be  solved  by 
placing  it  at  the  end  of  the  process,  as  is 
proposed.   It  is  unrealistic  to  expect  Congress  to 
take  action  to  restrain  entitlement  spending,  for 
example,  during  the  three-month  period  from  June  15  to 
September  25  If  It  has  not  done  so  (and  has  not  been 
required  to  do  so)  from  the  Initial  submission  of 

the  Pre8ident"s  budget  through  June  15.  In  fact. 
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the  reconciliation  process  should  be  part  o£  the 
first  budget  resolution  under  a  new  timetable 
(suggested  in  the  attached  paper) . 

Finally,  let  me  add  that  the  benefits  of  a  two-year  process 
suggested  at  the  outset  can  be  achieved  in  other  ways:   Congress 
can  require  enactment  of  authorizations  for  a  multi-year  period 
and  prior  to  appropriations  actions;  appropriations  can  be 
provided  on  a  multi-year  basis  within  the  context  o'f  the  current 
budget  process;  and  congressional  oversight  of  programs  can  be 
achieved  through  some  version  of  sunset  legislation  and  compliance 
with  existing  rules  set  in  legislative  reorganization  acts. 

Early  this  year  I  made  recommendations  for  changes  in  the  budget 
process  to  the  Committee  for  a  Responsible  Federal  Budget.   I 
attach  a  copy  of  my  paper  for  your  use;  it  spells  out  some 
recommendations  for  revision  of  the  timetable,  ending  (to  a  great 
extent)  the  problem  of  continuing  funding  resolutions,  and 
alleviating  the  problem  of  widely  differing  budget  estimates  by 
various  key  actors  in  the  budget  process. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  give  you  my  views  on  this 
critical  problem.   Please  let  me  know  if  1  can  provide  you  with 
any  further  assistance. 

Sincerely, 

George  Gross 

Director  of  Federal  Relations 

Enclosure 
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The  Congressional  Budget  Process: 

Review,  Assessment,  and  Suggestions  £or  Change 

by 

George  Gross,  Director,  National  League  o£  Cities, 

Office  of  Federal  Relations;  Executive  Director, 

House  Budget  Committee,  1975  -  1978 

January  12,  1981 

In  1981  Congress  completed  its  seventh  year  of  budget 
decision-making  under  the  new  congressional  budget  process  it 
embarked  upon  in  1975.   Although  changes  in  the  process  have  been 
proposed  nearly  each  year  since  its  inception,  the  landmark 
budget  battles  of  1981  have  greatly  improved  the  prospects  for 
real  change  this  year.   This  paper  will  suggest  several  changes 
that  I  believe  would  strengthen  the  process  at  what  many  consider 
to  be  the  most  controversial  period  in  its  life. 

Before  doing  so,  however,  I  would  like  to  review  the  origins 
of  today's  budget  process  and,  in  a  general  way,  assess  its 
strengths  and  weaknesses.   Hopefully,  such  a  review  and 
assessment  will  help  to  focus  debate  on  the  kinds  of  changes  that 
will,  in  fact,  strengthen  the  process  of  budget  decision-making, 
and  not  either  transform  it  into  a  tool  for  achieving  certain 
budget  goals  or  consign  it  to  a  mere  scorekeeping  role. 

The  Budget  Process:   A  Brief  Review 

The  story  of  budget  reform — leading  to  the  Congressional 
Budget  and  Impoundment  Control  Act  of  1974 — is  a  feuniliar  one. 
The  place  to  start  is  in  1972,  when  a  remarkable  and  far-reaching 
incident  occurred. 

Congress  was  in  its  annual  throes  of  raising  the  limit  on 
the  public  debt.   In  the  process  of  doing  so,  the  House  approved 
President  Nixon's  request  to  impose  a  $250  billion  limit  on 
spending,  with  full  discretion  to  make  whatever  spending  cuts  he 
felt  were  needed.   The  Senate  disagreed;  although  it  approved  the 
ceiling,  it  provided  that  proportional  cuts  had  to  be  made,  with 
no  single  progreun  allowed  to  be  cut  by  more  than  10  percent. 

House  and  Senate  Conferees  could  not  agree  on  this  issue. 
They  finally  passed  the  debt  ceiling  bill  and  the  spending  limit 
asked  for  by  the  President.   However ,  the  new  law  provided  that 
-the  spending  ceiling  would  cease  to  have  effect  one  day  after  it 
was  signed  by  the  President  1 

The  same  law  provided  for  a  joint  House-Senate  Committee  on 
Budget  Reform,  a  direct  result  of  the  confrontation  over  the 
spending  ceiling  and  the  President's  constant  attacks  on 
Congress'  antiquated  and  ineffective  budget  process.   Shortly 
thereafter,  the  President  began  the  huge  impoundments  of 
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appropriated  funds  that,  in  large  part,  convinced  the  Congress 
that  if  the  impoundments  were  to  be  stopped  without  a 
constitutional  confrontation,  its  own  budget  procedures  had  to  be 
revamped. 

What  was  (and  to  a  certain  extent  still  is)  wrong  with  those 
procedures?  Many  things: 

First,  Congress'  tax  and  spending  powers  were  completely 
separated,  so  that  whether  a  surplus  or  deficit  resulted  was 
purely  accidental.   The  tax  and  appropriation  Committees  not  only 
failed  to  cooperate;  they  were,  in  fact,  the  two  great  rivals  for 
congressional  power,  the  antagonists  in  the  1972  spending  ceiling 
battle. 

Second,  Congress  never  actually  determined  the  total  amount 
of  spending  it  wanted.   Thirteen  appropriations  bills  and  dozens 
of  other  spending  bills  were  considered  separately.   No  one  ever 
added  them  up,  let  alone  decided  at  the  outset  what  the  total 
should  be. 

Third,  Congress  never  determined  the  precise  amount  of 
spending  it  wanted  for  a  particular  program  or  activity;  rather, 
it  dealt  with  the  authority  to  spend.   That  is,  it  generally 
provided  an  appropriation,  the  legal  authority  to  spend,  but  in 
no  way  controlled  outlays,  the  actual  amount  of  money  that  would 
be  spent.   In  fact,  nearly  all  congressional  budget  decisions 
concentrated  on  budget  or  spending  authority;  outlays  were 
seldom,  if  ever,  mentioned  at  all. 

Fourth,  Congress  had  no  mechanism  to  decide  among  competing 
budget  priorities.   Since  spending  bills  were  considered 
separately,  there  was  no  way  to  decide  between  the  shares  of  the 
budget  that  should  go  to  defense,  health,  education,  and  so 
forth,  and  thus  to  make  the  trade-offs  that  would  normally  be 
part  of  any  budget  process. 

And  fifth,  too  much  spending  escaped  the  discipline  of  the 
appropriations  process^   As  entitlements  and  other  forms  of 
backdoor  spending  (that  is,  spending  that  took  place  without 
prior  appropriations  committee  review  and  decision)  grew,  the 
principal  mechanism  for  spending  control  was  becoming 
increasingly  weaker. 

And,  of  course,  there  was  the  problem  of  impoundments « 
While  the  Joint  Study  Committee  on  Budget  Control  was  developing 
a  new  budget  system,  the  President  was  impounding  billions  of 
dollars  of  appropriated  funds  (for  highways,  housing,  waste 
treatment,  and  so  forth).   Each  impoundment  directly  challenged 
Congress'  traditional  power  of  the  purse. 
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Finally,  the  Congress  joined  ant i- impoundment  legislation 
with  the  legislation  establishing  the  new  budget  process,  neither 
of  which  could  have  been  enacted  alone.   The  new  law  was  approved 
by  President  Nixon  in  July,  1974.   It  was,  in  every  sense,  a 
compact  between  the  two  branches  of  government.   The  President 
agreed  to  subject  his  impoundments  of  appropriated  funds  to 
congressional  review;  in  return.  Congress  instituted  a  new  and 
improved  budget  system. 

The  changes  brought  about  by  the  1974  act,  while  not 
perfect,  represent  a  giant  step  forward. 

The  new  process  makes  fundamental  changes  in  Congress' 
handling  of  the  budget,  even  though  most  of  its  traditional 
budgeting  techniques  are  left  intact.   Congressional  committees 
still  authorize  and  appropriate  funds  and  they  still  enact 
entitlement  and  other  forms  of  spending  legislation.   But  these 
traditional  actions  now  are  taken  in  a  comprehensive  and  orderly 
context  (in  full  view  of  all)  that  is  a  vast  improvement  over  the 
past. 

The  Budget  Act  makes  four  important  changes  in  the  old 
system;  First,  it  combines  in  the  budget  committees  the 
responsibility  for  setting  overall  tax  and  spending  levels  and, 
through  them,  economic  and  budget  priorities.   This  is  done 
through  the  adoption  of  two  concurrent  resolutions  on  the 
budget:   the  first  by  May  15,  the  second  by  September  15. 

The  first  resolution  sets  overall  targets  for  total 
revenues,  budget  authority,  outlays,  deficit/surplus,  and  the 
national  debt;  and  specific  targets  for  each  of  20  functional 
categories  of  the  budget  (defense,  health,  income  sesurity,  and 
so  forth).   Before  these  targets  are  set,  it  is  not  in  order  for 
either  the  House  or  the  Senate  to  consider  any  revenue  or 
spending  bill  for  the  coming  fiscal  year.   The  purpose  of  this 
prohibition,  of  course,  is  to  make  sure  that  overall  tax  and 
spending  levels  and  priorities  are  set  first,  with  specific 
legislation  to  be  acted  upon  only  when  the  overall  budget 
strategy  is  agreed  to. 

These  targets  are  not  binding  on  any  specific  tax  or 
spending  bill  or  appropriation.   But  they  are  persuasive,  and  the 
targets  are  generally  adhered  to  (no  one  likes  to  go  to  the  floor 
of  the  House  and  Senate  and  say  his  committee  is  breaking 
Congress'  targets).   In  fact,  they  tend  to  operate  as  ceilings 
'arid  iBOre  and  more  rules  are  being  framed  to  make  them  serve  as 
ceilings. 

Between  mid-May  and  Labor  Day,  all  tax  and  spending  bills 
are  expected  to  be  approved  by  the  Congress,  with  the  budget 
committees  acting  as  watchdogs  to  assure  compliance  with  the 
targets.  Of  course,  not  all  are  passed  in  time;  since  disputes 
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still  arise  that  make  it  impossible  to  adopt  some  appropriation 
bills,  continuing  resolutions  remain  a  serious  problem. 

In  September,  a£ter  a  second  look  at  the  economy,  at  the 
many  specific  revenue  and  spending  decisions  made  during  the 
summer  months,  and  at  revised  tax  and  spending  estimates,  the 
second  budget  resolution  is  passed.   Although  it  is  in  the  same 
form  as  the  first,  there  is  one  major  difference:   The  second 
resolution  sets  ceilings  on  the  totals — total  budget  authority, 
total  outlays,  and  the  national  debt — and  a  floor  under  revenues. 

What  is  meant  by  these  spending  ceilings  and  revenue 
floor?   It  does  not  mean  that  actual  spending  cannot  exceed  the 
ceiling  or  that  revenues  cannot  be  lower  than  the  revenue  floor 
(a  recession,  for  exaunple,  would  result  in  higher  spending  and 
lower  revenues  without  any  further  action  by  the  Congress).   What 
it  means  is  that  once  the  second  resolution  is  adopted^  Congress 
may  not  consider  any  bill  that  would  result  (in  the  opinion  oT 
the  budget  committees)  in  exceeding  the  spending  ceilings  or  in 
lowering  revenues  below  the  revenue  floor.   In  other  words,  the 
second  resolution  acts  as  a  constraint  on  the  Congress:   since  a 
point  of  order  can  be  raised  against  any  bill  that  would  result 
in  a  breach  of  the  spending  ceilings  or  revenue  floor,  it  keeps 
itself  from  violating  its  own  budget. 

It  must  be  stressed  that  no  spending  ceiling  is  set  for  or 
applied  to  any  specific  program.   During  the  course  of  a  fiscal 
year,  outlays  (that  is,  actual  spending)  fluctuate  greatly,  with 
some  programs  experiencing  faster  and  some  slower  spending  than 
anticipated.   If,  for  example,  unemployment  rises  substantially 
during  the  year,  unemployment  compensation  payments  will  be 
higher  than  anticipated.   Those  payments  will  be  made  even  if 
spending  exceeds  the  budget  resolution  ceiling;  but  if  Congress 
then  wants  to  enact  another  spending  program,  it  will  be  barred 
from  doing  so  because  its  enactment  would  result  in  a  violation 
of  the  spending  ceiling.   The  only  recourse  would  be  to  raise  the 
ceiling  first  through  a  revised  budget  resolution. 

Second,  the  Budget  Act  has  brought  backdoor  spending  under 
control.   Two  important  forms  of  backdoor  spending — contract  and 
borrowing  authority — were  prohibited  completely  in  early  1975- 
Now  such  authorities  operate  as  mere  authorizations,  with 
subsequent  appropriations  bills  determining  the  specific  amount 
of  contract  or  borrowing  authority  to  be  available  to  agencies. 
In  addition,  new  entitlements  are  subjected  to  appropriations 
committee  review  and  reduction  if  they  exceed  the  amounts 
allocated  for  them  in  the  first  budget  resolution. 

Third,  the  Budget  Act  has  helped,  but  obviously  not 
succeeded,  in  putting  an  end  to  continuing  resolutions, 
necessitated  by  the  failure  to  enact  appropriations  bills  by  the 
beginning  of  the  fiscal  year.  Three  provisions  are  important 
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here:   firsts  authorization  bills  must  be  reported  by  May  15; 
second ,   all  appropriations  and  other  spending  bills  must  be 
enacted  by  the  7th  day  after  Labor  Day;  and  thirds  the  fiscal  • 
year  now  begins  on  October  1  to  give  the  Congress  more  time  to 
enact  necessary  authorization  and  appropriation  bills. 

The  May  15  reporting  deadline  is  very  important  in  this 
respect.  All  authorizations  for  programs  for  which 
appropriations  are  needed  for  the  fiscal  year  beginning  October  1 
must  be  reported  by  May  15.  ^ If  they  are  not,  an  emergency  waiver 
must  be  granted  by  the  Rules -Committee  in  the  House  and  the 
Budget  Committee  in  the  Senate.   In  general,  essential  programs 
get  waivers,  non-essential  ones  do  not. 

And  fQurthf  the  Budget  Act  has  established  a  reasonably 
satisfactory  system  for  dealing  with  iropouridinents.   The  Act 
sanctions  two  kinds  of  impduridnients:   deferrals  and  rescissions. 

Deferrals  -   The  President  simply  asks  the  Congress  to 
permit  him  to  postpone  or  delay  spending  for  a 
particular  activity   The  funds  are  withheld 
iiranediately;  if,  however,  either  the  House  or  Senate 
votes  by  a  simple  majority  to  disapprove  the  deferral, 
the  funds  must  be  spent. 

Rescissions  -  The  President  says  he  won't  spend  the 
money  at  all,  or  won't  spend  part  of  it.   In  this  case, 
he  is  asking  Congress  to  rescind  or  take  back  his 
authority  to  spend  (that  is/  to  change  the  law  that 
gave  him  the  legal  authority  to  spend).   He  withholds 
the  funds  immediately  upon  sending  a  rescission  message 
to  Congress.   If  within  45  days  the  Congress  fails  to 
pass  a  bill  changing  the  law  (and  thus  approving  the 
rescission),  the  President  must  spend  the  money. 

The  impoundment  provisions  have  worked  extremely  well. 
During  the  Ford  years  (the  first  two  years  of  the  law),  there 
were  several  major  fights  over  rescissions.  Most  impoundments, 
however,  then  and  during  the  Carter  years,  were  basically 
routine,  with  an  overwhelming  portion  approved  by  the  Congress. 
In  1981,  President  Reagan  was  very  successful  with  his  rescission 
and  deferral  requests. 

Reconciliation  -  I  have  left  for  separate  treatment  the 
-reconciliation  process  that  played  such  a  large  part  in  the 
budget  battles  of  1981  and  that  produced  so  much  legislative 
chaos  and  bitterness,  often  directed  at  the  budget  process 
itself.   What  is  reconciliation? 

As  contemplated  by  the  Budget  Act,  it  was  to  be  a  relatively 
simple  and  brief  exercise.   If,  for  example,  in  September  the 
Congress  decided  that  somewhat  more  or  less  spending,  or  higher 
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or  lower  revenues,  were  needed  to  e££ectuate  its  econoaic  policy, 
the  second  budget  resolution  could  direct  appropriate  conmittees 
to  report  legislation  to  achieve  those  objectives.   The  tax 
committees  could  be  ordered  to  raise  or  lower  taxes;  the  appro- 
priations committees  to  ra  se  or  lower  spending.   Legislation 
reported  by  these  comm  ttees  was  to  be  passed  in  the  same  manner 
as  any  other  tax  and  spending  measures. 

That  such  reconciliation  measures — that  is,  measures  in- 
tended to  reconcile  actual  spending  and/or  taxes  to  the  amounts 
specified  in  the  second  budget  resolution--were  to  be  relatively 
minor  in  nature  Is  evident  from  the  timetable  in  the  Budget 
Act:   reconcil  ation  measures  were  to  h^   passed  by  September  25, 
just  10  days  after  adoption  of  the  second  budget  resolution. 
Clearly,  the  fraraers  of  the  Act  did  not  expect  the  Congress  to 
adopt  major  tax  and  revenue  actions  in  such  a  brief  period. 

In  1980,  however,  both  the  House  and  Senate  Budget 
Committees,  having  determined  that  the  FY  1981  budget  should  be 
balanced,  included  reconciliation  directions  in  the  first  budget 
resolution.   The  amounts  were  relatively  small,  about  $11  billion 
in  tax  increases  and  spending  reductions.   The  purpose  of  this 
change  was  to  insure  that,  in  acting  pursuant  to  the  revenue  and 
spending  targets  in  the  first  budget  resolution,  affected 
committees  would  comply  with  the  will  of  both  Houses  to  achieve 
the  tax  increases  and  spending  cuts  needed  to  help  balance  the 
budget. 

Although  the  1980  reconciliation  process  was  much  resented, 
particularly  in  the  House,  its  success  cannot  be  denied.   After 
nearly  a  year  of  legislative  action  by  affected  committees,  $4.2 
billion  in  new  revenues  were  raised  and  $6.2  billion  in  spending 
reductions  achieved. 

The  1981  reconciliation  process  differed  in  key  respects: 
first,  of  course,  much  larger  amounts  were  involved  (about  $35 
billion  in  spending  reductions);  second,  three  fiscal  years  were 
involved,  FY's  1982  through  1984;"tHTr5,  a  timetable  for  rapid 
action  was  agreed  upon,  requiring  committees  to  report  their 
reconciliation  bills  by  June  12,  shortly  after  adoption  of  the 
first  budget  resolution,  with  full  House  and  Senate  action  and 
conferences  to  be  completed  by  July  15;  and  fourth,  separate 
instructions  were  given  to  committees,  one  for  entitlement 
programs  and  one  for  programs  governed  by  traditional 
authorization  levels. 

This  last  change  was  the  critical  one,  resulting  in 
criticism  from  both  the  authorizing  and  appropriating 
committees.   The  former  felt  that  their  flexibility  to  make  cuts 
among  the  programs  under  their  jurisdiction  had  been  sharply 
curtailed;  the  latter  that  their  record  of  prudent  and 
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responsible  budgeting  had  been  ignored  by  the  directions  to 
reduce  authorizations. 

The  reconciliation  measures  considered  by  the  two  Houses 
were  among  the  largest  and  most  complex  bills  ever,  with  few 
members  even  generally  informed  on  more  than  a  small  portion  of 
the  bills.   The  major  battle  occurred  in  the  House  when  a 
recommittal  motion  completely  rewriting,  in  accordance  with  the 
President's  recrommendat ions ^  the  bills  reported  by  House 
committees  was  passed  by  a  slim  margin.   Under standably,  many 
members  believed  that,  under  -the  aegis  of  the  budget  process,  one 
of  the  most  far-reaching  bills  in  history  had  been  passed  without 
any  reasonable  semblance  of  careful  committee  consideration. 

An  omnibus  reconciliation 'act  was  finally  signed  into  law  by 
the  President  in  late  July.   The  frustration  and  bitterness  over 
the  new  procedures  is  now  widespread,  and,  in  my  view,  make 
certain  changes  in  the  process  both  desirable  and  inevitable. 

The  Budget  Process:   An  Assessment 

Any  assessment  of  the  success  of  the  congressional  budget 
process  roust  deal  separately  w  tb  its  procedural  and  substantive 
goals.   Procedurally,  I  think  there  is  little  doubt  that  the 
process  has  achieved  the  objectives  of  its  framers; 
substantively,  there  may  be  considerable  doubt. 

The  process's  procedural  goals  have  clearly  been  attained: 

First,  as  a  result  of  the  creation  of  two  budget 
committees  and  the  Congressional  Budget  Office,  Congress  is  now 
in  a  strong  position  vis-a-vis  the  Executive  Branch  with  respect 
to  budget  matters.   Congressional  budget  expertise  is  a  fact,  so 
much  so  that  Congress'  estimates  of  revenues  and  spending  command 
nearly  as  much,  and  often  more,  authority  than  those  of  the 
Office  of  Management  and  Budget. 

Second ,  Congress  not  only  has  budget  expertise,  it  has 
a  consistent  and  rational  process  for  developing  its  own  budget, 
monitoring  compliance  with  it,  and  enforcing  the  revenue  floors 
and  spending  ceilings  its  sets.  In  fact,  the  various  procedural 
steps  mandated  by  the  process  now  serve  to  set  Congress'  overall 
legislative  timetable  as  well. 

—     And  third.  Congress,  through  its  new  process,  is  able 

to  focus  attention  and  require  action  not  only  in  such  areas  as 
entitlements  and  tax  expenditures,  but  in  out-year  budgets  as 
well.   The  reconciliation  act  of  1980  involved  both  tax 
expenditures  and  entitlements;  the  1981  act  involved  entitlements 
and  spending  levels  for  Fiscal  Years  1983  and  1984,  as  well  as 
the  budget  year. 
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In  short,  the  new  process  has  given  Congress  virtually  all 
of  the  tools  it  needs  to  develop,  police,  and  enforce  its 
budgets,  both  for  the  budget  year  and  future  years  as  well.   It  ■ 
is  not  difficult  to  understand  why  many  Members  of  Congress  fear 
the  emergence  of  all-powerful  budget  committees,  gradually 
usurping  the  traditional  prerogatives  of  other  committees. 

This  view  is  often  reinforced  on  the  substantive  side  of  the 
ledger.   Budget  resolutions  are  hard  fought  because  Hesibers 
recognize  that  the  program  assumptions  they  contain  will  make  a 
difference  in  the  actual  spending  provided  for  the  particular 
program  involved.   The  revenue  and  spending  targets  set  in 
resolutions  are  generally  adhered  to  because  few  are  willing  to 
bring  bills  in  violation  of  those  targets  to  the  House  and  Senate 
floors.   And  neither  a  revenue  floor  nor  spending  ceiling  has 
been  breached  in  the  first  seven  years  of  the  process.   Although 
it  can  never  be  conclusively  demonstrated  that  tax  and  spending 
levels  would  have  been  substantially  different  without  the  new 
process,  the  sharp  conflict  over  budget  targets,  particularly  in 
the  House,  combined  with  general  adherence  to  them,  make  it 
likely  that  the  process  does  indeed  make  a  difference. 

Why,  then,  is  there  so  much  discontent  over  the  substantive 
results  of  the  new  process?  The  discontent  arises,  I  believe, 
from  two  sources:   first,  the  conflicting  expectations  as  to 
what — in  terms  of  fiscal  results — the  new  process  was  intended  to 
achieve;  and  second ,  the  widespread  belief  that  federal  budget 
policy  could  produce  major  economic  changes  -  in  terms  of 
spurring  economic  growth  and  reducing  unemployment  and  inflation. 

The  Budget  Act  was  passed  by  overwhelming  majorities  in  the 
Congress.   Its  supporters  included  those  who  wanted  a  balanced 
budget  and  those  who  did  not;  those  who  wanted  higher  defense 
spending  and  those  who  did  not;  and  those  who  wanted  higher 
spending  for  social  programs  and  those  who  regarded  such  spending 
as  the  principal  cause  of  the  Nation's  economic  ills.   All  shades 
of  political  opinion  supported  the  new  process. 

The  Act,  however,  was  perfectly  neutral:   neither  a  balanced 
budget  nor  a  deficit  was  sanct  oned;  and  no  preference  was  given 
to  defense  or  domestic  spending   It  provided  only  for  a  neutral 
budget  process,  one  that  permits  the  Congress  to  make  annually 
the  budget  decisions  that  a  majority  deems  desirable. 

Thus,  the  fact  that  the  budget  for  any  particular  year  is 
balanced  or  not,  provides  adequate  defense  or  social  spending  or 
not,  cannot  fairly  be  considered  the  fault  of  the  budget 
processs.   Congress  has  the  tools  it  needs  to  achieve  its  goals 
over  time,  but  the  goals  must  be  those  of  its  current  Members, 
not  those  of  some  members  in  1974.   One  need  only  to  look  at  the 
declaration  of  purposes  section  of  the  Act  to  learn  that  a 


Digitized  by 


Google 


707 


process  £or  budget  decision-making  was  being  established,  and  not 
a  process  for  attaining  any  particular  budget  result. 

Supporters  o£  the  Budget  Act  also  held  the  view  that  federal 
budget  policy  co^ld  produce  major  changes  in  the  Nation's 
economy,  in  terms  of  stimulating  economic  growth  and  reducing 
unemployment  and  inflation,   in  this  respect,  I  believe  nearly 
all  have  been  disappointed. 

During  the  process*  first  seven  years,  budget  resolutions, 
more  often  than  not,  have  been  adjusted  to  economic  changes 
rather  than  produced  them.   The  process  can  claim  few  clear 
victories  in  stimulating  or  Restraining  economic  growth,  or 
reducing  unemployment  and  inflation.   In  fact,  much  of  the 
problem  surrounding  the  adoption  of  second  budget  resolutions 
involves  the  often  higher  spending  estimates  (and  thus  higher 
deficits)  resulting  from  changed  economic  assumptions. 

There  are,  I  think,  good  reasons  why  this  is  so.   First  and 
foremost  is  the  sheer  size  of  the  Nation's  economy  relative 
to  the  Federal  Government's  tax  and  spending  effort.   During  the 
past  several  years,  that  effort  has  ranged  from  19  to  23  percent 
of  gross  national  product.   Since  only  small  changes  in  tax  and 
spending  levels  are  made  annually,  the  likelihood  of  producing 
major  changes  in  the  economy  is  bound  to  be  miniscule. 

A  second  reason  is  the  complexity  of  the  economy  itself. 
Surely  no  one  would  maintain  that  federal  tax  and  spending  policy 
alone  is  responsible  for  economic  performance.   The  Federal 
Reserve  Board  s  inonetary  policy  plays  a  critical  role,  as  do  the 
economic  performance  of  other  industrialized  nations,  the  rise 
and  fall  of  sectoral  economies,  the  activities  of  state  and  local 
governments,  and  the  productivity  of  our  work  force. 

This  is  not  to  say  that  tax  and  spending  policy  can  have  no 
effect.   It  must  be  recognized,  however,  that  the  economic 
policies  implicit  in  budget  resolutions  can  have  only  marginal 
impacts,  and  to  that  extent  many  in  Congress  will  continue  to  be 
greatly  disappointed. 

Despite  this  shortcoming,  I  think  it  can  be  fairly  said  that 
the  process  has  achieved  its  most  important  goal:   the 
institution  of  an  orderly  system  for  developing  tax  and  spending 
policies  and  for  making  choices  between  various  national 
-priorities.  The  process  remains  strong  even  after  the  bitterness 
and  divisiveness  of  the  budget  battles  of  1981. 

Suggestions  for  Change 

Why,  then,  are  changes  needed?  Why  not  permit  the  process 
to  continue  its  development  along  the  lines  pursued  in  the  past? 
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The  reason  is  that  the  budget  process  is  now  beginning  to 
dominate  the  congressional  calendar  without  clear  benefit  to 
itself  and  with  detriment  to  the  rights  and  responsibilities  of 
the  authorizing  and  appropriating  committees.   The  result  is 
inconsistent  with  a  principal  objective  o£  the  fraicers  of  the 
Budget  Act;  namely,  to  create  a  budget  process  that  works  in 
tandem  with  existing  committees,  relying  on  them  to  fashion  the 
details  of  tax  and  spending  policy  in  accordance  with  budget 
resolutions. 

The  fact  is  that  budget  resolutions  simply  take  too  long  to 
adopt.   The  first  resolution  takes  more  than  a  third  of  the 
typical  congressional  year.   Yet  before  its  adoption  (on  May  15 
or,  as  is  ordinarily  the  case,  a  week  or  two  later   Congress 
cannot  act  on  appropriations,  nor  other  spending  legislation. 
Both  must  await  adoption  of  the  first  budget  resolution  targets 
and  reconciliation  directions  (which  ate  likely  to  become  an 
annual  feature  of  such  resolutions)  so  that  their  bills  will  be 
consistent  with  those  targets. 

Further  time  and  effort  must  be  spent  on  the  second  budget 
resolution,  even  though  little  of  a  substantive  nature  is  likely 
to  be  proposed.   This  resolution  most  often  merely  ratifies  the 
tax  and  spending  actions  that  have  already  been  taken  and  updates 
the  various  budget  estimates  as  a  result  of  new  economic  and 
other  assumptions.   Members  quite  rightly  feel  that  they  are 
voting  merely  for  a  scorekeeping  measure  devoid  of  policy 
content. 

The  result  is  that  about  half  of  the  congressional  year  is 
taken  up  with  two  budget  resolutions,  one  of  which  rarely  deals 
with  policy  matters.   Particularly  in  the  early  part  of  the  year, 
authorizing  and  appropriating  committees  are  restrained  from 
proceeding  with  legislation,  wasting  valuable  time  and  causing 
serious  delays  in  the  traditional  proce&s  of  authoxizatlons  and 
appropriations  activity.   Finally,  the  length  of  the  process  is 
exacerbating  the  problem  of  timely  action  on  appropriations 
bills,  producing  a  new  era  of  continuing  resolut  ons  stopgap 
measures  to  keep  various  executive  agencies  operating  in  the 
absence  of  enacted  appropriations. 

1  think  two  changes  would  help  greatly  to  alleviate  these 
problems: 

First,  the  budget  timetable  should  be  changed  to 
require  adoption  of  the  first  budget  resolution  by  March  15, 
rather  than  by  May  15;  and 

Second,  there  should  be  no  formal  action  on  the  second 
budget  resolution  unless,  in  the  opinion  of  the  two  budget 
committees,  such  action  is  required  for  important  economic  policy 
reasons. 
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A  change  in  the  adoption  date  of  the  first  resolution  would 
have  important  benefits.   For  authorizing  and  appropriating 
committees,  meaningful  work  on  legislation  would  begin  two  months 
earlier  than  is  now  the  case.   For  both,  it  would  mean  adequate 
time  to  consider  authorization  and  appropriations  legislation 
pursuant  to  the  first  resolution  targets.   This  added  time  would 
be  particularly  beneficial  for  authorizating  committees,  since 
they  could  deal  with  needed  authorization  levels  for  programs 
under  their  jurisdiction  with  the  benefit  of  reconciliation 
directions  known  at  the  outset.   Under  existing  procedures,  these 
committees  are  required  to  xeport  program  authorizations  by 
May  15;  yet  they  are  not  informed  of  their  reconciliation 
directions  until  the  first  Resolution  is  adopted,  often  after 
that  date. 

The  restricted  time  for  adoption  of  the  first  resolution 
would  also  benefit  the  two  budget  committees  and  the  overall 
budget  process.   The  shorter  time  would  help  to  reduce  the 
excessive  "line  iteming"  that  now  characterizes  these 
resolutions.   It  would  enable  the  committees  to  focus  debate  on 
economic  policy  and  the  setting  of  broad  national  priorities, 
matters  which  all  Members  of  Congress  regard  as  their  proper 
responsibilities.   The  current  longer  period  for  adoption  of  the 
first  resolution  tends  to  diffuse  debate  on  economic  and  budget 
priorities,  without  commensurate  gains,  \*hile  permitting  a  sharp 
increase  in  the  "line  iteming"  process. 

Only  one  additional  change  in  the  budget  timetable  is  needed 
to  accompany  this  recommendation.   Under  existing  law.  House  and 
Senate  Committees  report  their  views  and  recommendations  on  the 
President's  budget  to  the  budget  committees  by  March  15;  this 
date  should  be  changed  to  February  15.   Since  the  budget 
ordinarily  is  submitted  during  the  third  week  of  January, 
committees  would  still  have  a  two- to- three-week  period  for 
submitting  their  reports,  in  my  opinion  an  adequate  time. 

With  respect  to  the  second  budget  resolution,  a  completely 
new  procedure  should  be  developed,  as   follows   The  general  rule 
should  be  that  a  second  resolution  would  be  acted  on  by  the 
Congress  only  if,  in  the  view  of  the  two  budget  committees,  a 
substantive  change  in  economic  policy  is  required.   They  would 
signal  that  need  by  filing  reports  with  their  respective  Houses 
on  September  1  of  each  year. 

— If  such  reports  are  not  filed,  then  the  revenue  floor  and 

spending  ceilings  would  be  set  by  the  budget  committees  on 
September  15  through  submission  of  agreed-upon  figures  to  the  two 
Houses.   The  figures  would  be  those  contained  in  the  first  budget 
resolution,  updated  to  reflect  current  House  and  Senate  actions 
on  tax  and  spending  bills  and  current  estimates  of  taxes  and 
spending  resulting  from  changed  economic  and  other  assumptions. 
No  substantive  changes  in  the  first  resolution  would  be  made;  the 
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Budget  Estimates.   The  recent  battle  over  the  continuing 
funding  resolution  was  marked  by  sharp  differences  between  the 
House,  the  Senate,  and  the  Executive  Branch  over  the  amount  of 
spending  contained  in  the  resolution.   When  the  battle  ended, 
with  a  Presidential  veto,  I  doubt  that  more  than  a  handful  of 
Members  of  Congress  could  have  accurately  described  the  dollar 
differences  involved.   The  public  understanding  of  the 
differences  between  the  Congress  and  the  President  must  have  been 
slim  indeed. 

To  a  certain  extent,  it  is  unlikely  that  the  Congress  and 
the  President  can  ever  fully  agree  on  all  budget  numbers.   The 
President,  for  example,  will  invariably  consider  his  budget  for 
the  food  stamp  program  assuming  adoption  of  his  proposed  reforms; 
the  appropriations  comroitteesl  in  turn,  will  consider  the  budget 
for  food  stamps  assuming  the  existing  law,  rather  than  the 
President's  or  other  reform  proposals.   In  addition,  the  two 
branches  will  often  differ  on  the  economic  assumptions  that  so 
significantly  affect  revenue  and  spending  levels. 

Some  steps  need  to  be  taken,  however,  to  alleviate  the 
problem  of  differing  budget  estimates.   I  suggest  that  the  Budget 
Committee  Chairmen  take  the  lead  in  this  area  by  establishing  a 
"users  group"  to  reduce  conflict  over  budget  estimates. 

This  group  should  consist  of  representatives  of  the  major 
institutions  that  utilize  budget  estimates  -  the  House  and  Senate 
budget  and  appropriations  committees,  the  Congressional  Budget 
Office,  and  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget.   The  group 
should  meet  monthly  with  the  task  of  reaching  agreements  on  as 
many  budget  estimates  as  possible,  thus  removing  these  numbers 
from  political  confrontation.  Where  agreement  cannot  be  reached, 
the  group  would  be  responsible  for  reporting  that  fact  so  that 
the  differences  could  be  isolated  and  clearly  explained  to  all. 
Over  time,  hopefully,  substantial  agreement  could  be  reached,  and 
conflict  reduced,  on  the  bulk  of  budget  estimates. 
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97th  CONOBESS 
2d  Session 


S.2921 


To  amend  the  Congressional  Budget  and  Impoundment  Control  Act  of  1974  to 
reform  the  congressional  budget  process,  and  for  other  purposes. 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

Sbptbbcbbb  16  Oegislatiye  day,  Sbptbmbbb  8),  1982 
Mr.  Chilbs  introduced  the  foUowing  bill;  which  was  read  twice  and  referred 
jointly,  pursuant  to  the  order  of  August  4,  1977,  to  the  Conunittees  on  the 
Budget  and  (Governmental  Afiairs  with  instructions  that  if  one  committee  re- 
ports, the  other  committee  has  thirty  days  of  continuous  session  to  report  or 
be  discharged  • 


A  BILL 

To  amend  the  Congressional  Budget  and  Impoundment  Control 
Act  of  1974  to  reform  the  congressional  budget  process, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Balanced  Budget  En- 

4  forcement  Act  of  1982". 

5  GENEBAL^  PROVISIONS 

6  Sec  2.  (a)  Subsection  (a)  of  the  first  section  of  the  Con- 

7  gressional  Budget  and  Impoundment  Control  Act  of  1974  is 

8  amended  by  striking  out  "and"  before  "title  X"  and  by  in- 
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1  sertmg  before  the  period  a  comma  and  "and  title  XI  may  be 

2  cited  as  the  'Begulatory  Budget  Act  of  1982' ". 

3  (b)  Section  2  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

4  (1)  by  striking  out  "and"  after  the  semicolon  in 

5  paragraph  (4); 

6  (2)  by  redesignating  paragraph  (5)  as  paragraph 

7  (7);  and 

8  (3)  by  inserting  after  paragraph  (4)  the  following 

9  new  paragraphs: 

10  "(5)  to  achieve  a  balanced  Federal  budget  under 

11  most  economic  circiunstances; 

12  "(6)  to  provide  for  the  congressional  determination 

13  each  year  of  the  appropriate  level  of  gross  obligations 

14  for  the  principal  amount  of  direct  loans  and  the  appro- 

15  priate  level  of  commitments  to  guarantee  loan  princi- 

16  pal;  and". 

17  (c)(1)  Section  3  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

18  (A)  by  inserting  a  semicolon  and  "detebbona- 

19  TiON  OF  estimates"  at  the  end  of  the  section  head- 

20  ing; 

21  (B)  by  inserting  "(a)  Definitions. — "  before 

22  "For  purposes"; 

23  (G)  by  inserting  "and"  after  the  semicolon  in  sub- 

24  paragraph  (A)  of  paragraph  (4); 
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1  (D)  by  striking  out  subparagraph  (B)  of  such  para- 

2  graph; 

3  (E)  by  redesignating  subparagraph  (O  of  such 

4  paragraph  as  subparagraph  (B),  and  6n  such  subpara- 

5  graph)  by  striking  out  "any  other"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

6  thereof  "a";  and 

7  (F)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

8  "(6)  The  term  'direct  loan'  means  a  disbursement 

9  of  funds  by  the  United  States  or  any  officer  or  agency 

10  thereof  (not  in  exchange  for  goods  or  services)  under  a 

11  contract  which  requires  the  rq^yment  of  such  funds 

12  with  or  without  interest,  and  in  addition  includes — 

13  "(A)  direct  participation  in  a  loan  made  and 

14  held  by  another  person  or  government; 

15  "(B)  the  purchase  (through  secondary  market 

16  operations)  of  a  loan  made  by  another  person  or 

17  government;  and 

18  "(G)  the  acquisition  of  a  federally  guaranteed 

19  loan  made  by  another  person  or  government,  as 

20  collateral  or  in  satisfaction  of  default  or  other 

21  guarantee  claims. 

22  "(7)   The   term   'current  law  budget  authority' 

23  means  the  total  amouQt  of  budget  authority  which 

24  would  be  necessary  to  carry  out  programs  and  aetivi- 

25  ties  during  a  fiscal  year  at  the  same  level  as  such  pro- 
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1  grains  and  activities  were  carried  out  in  the  preceding 

2  fiscal  year  without  any  policy  changes  in  such  pro- 

3  grams  and  activities. 

4  "(8)  The  term  'current  law  outiays'  means  the 

5  total  amount  of  outlays  which  would  be  made  to  carry 

6  out  programs  and  activities  during  a  fiscal  year  at  the 

7  same  level  as  such  programs  and  activities  were  car- 

8  ried  out  in  the  preceding  fiscal  year  without  any  policy 

9  changes  in  such  programs  and  activities. 

10  "(9)  The  term  'current  law  spending  authority^ 

11  means  the  total  amount  of  spending  authority  described 

12  in  section  401(c)(2)(G)  which  would  be  effective  in  a 

13  fiscal  year  to  carry  out  programs  and  activities  during 

14  that  fiscal  year  at  the  same  level  as  such  programs  and 

15  activities  were  carried  out  during  the  preceding  fiscal 

16  year  without  any  policy  changes  in  such  programs  and 

17  activities. 

18  "(10)  The  term  'current  law  revenues'  means  the 

19  total  amount  of  revenues  that  would  be  received  in  a 

20  fiscal  year  if  the  provisions  of  the  revenue  laws  which 

21  were  in  effect  for  the  fiscal  year  preceding  such  fiscal 

22  year  remained  in  effect  for  such  fiscal  year  without 
28  change. 

24  "(b)  Dbtbbmination  of  EsTHiATBS. — ^In  determin- 

25  ing  current  law  budget  authority,  current  law  outlays,  and 
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1  current  law  spending  authority  for  a  fiscal  year,  the  Director 

2  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Office  or  the  Committees  on  the 

3  Budget  of  the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Bepresentatives,  as 

4  the  case  may  be,  shall — 

5  "(1)  only  include  adjustments  for  additional  costs, 

6  workloads,  or  utilizations  if  such  adjustments  are  pro- 

7  vided  for  by  statute  and  if  the  budget  authority  and 

8  spending  authority  described  in  section  401(c)(2K0)  for 

9  such  costs,  workloads,  or  utilizations  are  provided  by 

10  statute  at  the  time  the  Director  makes  such  determine- 

11  tions;  and 

12  "(2)  assume,   for  any  program  or  activity  for 

13  which  a  law  has  been  enacted  authorizing  the  enact- 

14  ment  of  new  budget  authority  for  the  fiscal  year  prior 

15  to  the  fiscal  year  for  which  the  Director  is  making  such 

16  determinations,  but  for  which  a  law  has  not  been  en- 

17  acted  (at  the  time  of  making  such  determinations) 

18  authorizing  the  enactment  of  new  budget  authority  for 

19  such  fiscal  year,  that  a  law  will  be  enacted  authorizing 

20  the  enactment  of  new  budget  authority  for  suoh  pro- 

21  gram  or  activity  for  such  fiscal  year  in  an  amount 

22  equal  to  the  amount  authorized  for  the  fiscal  year  prior 

23  to  such  fiscal  year  unless  the  law  authorizing  tbe  en- 

24  actment  of  new  budget  authority  for  the  program  or 

25  activity  for  such  prior  fiscal  year  indieates  that  die 
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1  reauthorization  of  such  program  or  activity  was  not  in- 

2  tended  by  the  Congress.". 

3  (2)  The  item  relating  to  section  3  in  the  table  of  contents 

4  in  subsection  (b)  of  the  first  section  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 

5  inserting  before  the  period  a  semicolon  and  "determination  of 

6  estimates". 

7  (d)(1)  Section  202(a)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 

8  1974  is  amended  by  striking  out  "and  (3)"  and  inserting  in 

9  Ueu  thereof  the  following:  "(3)  information  with  respect  to 

10  direct  loans  and  guarantees  of  loan  principal,  (4)  estimates  of 

11  the  gross  national  product  for  a  fiscal  year,  (5)  estimates  of 

12  the  ratio  that  current  law  outlays  for  a  fiscal  year  bear  to  the 

13  gross  national  product  for  such  fiscal  year  (stated  as  a  per- 

14  centage),  (6)  estimates  of  the  ratio  that  current  law  revenues 

15  for  a  fiscal  year  bear  to  the  gross  national  product  for  such 

16  fiscal  year  (stated  as  a  percentage),  and  (7)". 

17  (2)  Section  202(f)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

18  (A)  by  striking  out  "April  1"  in  paragraph  (1)  and 

19  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "March  1"; 

20  (B)  by  inserting  "the  fiscal  year  in  progress," 

21  before  "the  fiscal  year  commencing"  in  such  para- 

22  graph; 

23  (C)  by  inserting  "and  the  succeeding  four  fiscal 

24  years,"  after  "October  1  of  that  year,"  in  such  para- 

25  graph; 
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1  (D)  by  strikiiig  out  "and  (B)"  in  such  paragraph 

2  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  "(B)  the 

3  levels  of  direct  loans  and  guarantees  of  loan  principal, 

4  (G)  a  specification  of  the  gross  national  product  for  the 

5  fiscal  year  preceding  the  fiscal  year  in  progress,  (D)  es- 

6  timates  of  the  gross  national  product  for  the  fiscal  year 

7  in  progress  and  each  of  the  succeeding  five  fiscal  years, 

8  (E)  estimates  of  the  ratio,  for  the  fiscal  year  in  prog- 

9  ress  and  each  of  the  five  succeeding  fiscal  years,  that 

10  current  law  outlays  for  each  such  fiscal  year  will  bear 

11  to  the  gross  national  product  for  each  such  fiscal  year 

12  (stated  as  a  percentage),  (F)  estimates  of  the  ratio,  for 

13  the  fiscal  year  in  progress  and  each  of  the  five  suooeed- 

14  ing  fiscal  years,  that  current  law  revenues  for  each 

15  such  fiscal  year  will  bear  to  the  gross  national  product 

16  for  each  such  fiscal  year  (stated  as  a  percentage),  and 

17  (G)";  and 

18  (E)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 

19  new  sentence:  "In  preparing  such  report,  the  Director 

20  shall  use  the  economic  assumptions  most  recently  pub- 

21  lished  by  the  Director.". 

22  REVISION  OF  TIMBTABLB 

23  Sbc.  3.  Section  300  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 

24  1974  is  amended  to  read  as  foUows: 
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1  "timbtablb 

2  "Sec.  300.  The  timetable  with  respect  to  the  congres- 

3  sionsd  budget  process  for  any  fiscal  year  is  as  follows: 

"On  or  before:  Action  to  be  completed: 

November  10 President  submits  current  services  budget. 

15th  day  after  Congress  meets President  submits  his  budget 

March  1 Congressional  Budget  Office  submits  report  to 

Budget  Committees. 

March  15 Commixes  and  joint  committees  submit  reports 

to  Budget  Committees. 

April  15 Budget  Committees  report  concurrent  resolution 

on  the  budget  to  their  Houses. 

May  15 Committees  report  bills  and  resolutions  author- 
izing new  budget  authority. 

May  15 Congress  completes  action  on  concurrent  resolu- 
tion on  the  budget. 

July  15 Congress  completes  action  on  deficit  reduction 

bill  or  deficit  reduction  resolution,  or  both, 
implementing  concurrent  resolution  on  the 
budget. 

7th  day  after  Labor  Day Congress  completes  action  on  bills  and  resolu- 
tions providing  new  budget  authority  and 
new  spending  authority. 

October  1 Fiscal  year  begins.". 


4  GONGUBBENT  BESOLUTION  ON  THE  BUDGET 

5  Sec  4.  (a)(1)  Section  301  of  the  Congressional  Budget 

6  Act  of  1974  is  amended  hy  striking  out  "fibst"  in  the  sec- 

7  tion  heading. 

8  (2)  The  item  relating  to  section  301  in  the  table  of  con- 

9  tents  in  subsection  (b)  of  the  first  section  of  the  Congressional 

10  Budget  and  Impoundment  Control  Act  of  1974  is  amended 

11  by  striking  out  "first". 

12  (b)  Section  301(a)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 

13  1974  is  amended — 
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1  (1)  by  striking  out  "first"  in  the  matter  preceding 

2  paragraph  (1); 

3  (2)  by  inserting  "for  the  fiscal  year  beginning  on 

4  October  1  of  the  year  in  which  the  resolution  is  adopt- 

5  ed  and  each  of  the  four  succeeding  fiscal  years/'  before 

6  "the  appropriate"  in  paragraph  (1); 

7  (3)  by  inserting  "for  the  fiscal  year  beginning  on 

8  October  1  of  the  year  in  which  the  resolution  is  adopt- 

9  ed  and  each  of  the  four  succeeding  fiscal  years/'  before 

10  "an  estimate"  in  paragraph  (2); 

11  (4)  by  ^striking  out  paragraph  (3)  and  inserting  in 

12  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

13  "(3)  for  the  fiscal  year  beginning  on  October  1  of 

14  the  year  in  which  the  resolution  is  adopted  and  each  of 

15  the  four  succeeding  fiscal  years,  the  amount,  if  any,  of 

16  the  surplus  in  the  budget  which  is  appropriate  in  light 

17  of  economic  conditions  and  all  other  relevant  factors, 

18  or,  in  any  case  in  which  the  provisions  of  subsection  (a) 

19  of  section  301A  do  not  apply  in  accordance  with  sub- 

20  section  (d)  of  such  section  or  are  waived  under  subseo- 

21  tion  (e)  of  such  section,  the  amount,  if  any,  of  the  defi- 

22  cit  in  the  budget  which  is  appropriate  in  li^t  of  eco- 

23  nomic  conditions  and  all  other  relevant  factors;"; 

24  (5)  by  inserting  "for  the  fiscal  year  beginning  on 

25  October  1  of  the  year  in  which  the  resolution  is  adopt- 
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1  ed  and  each  of  the  four  succeeding  fiscal  years/'  before 

2  "the  recommended''  in  paragraph  (4); 

3  (6)  by  inserting  "for  the  fiscal  year  beginning  on 

4  October  1  of  the  year  in  which  the  resolution  is  adopt- 

5  ed  and  each  of  the  four  succeeding  fiscal  years/'  before 

6  "the  appropriate"  in  paragraph  (5); 

7  (7)  by  redesignating  paragraphs  (6)  and  (7) '  as 

8  paragraphs  (8)  and  (9),  respectively;  and 

9  (8)  by  inserting  after  paragraph  (5)  the  following 

10  new  paragraphs: 

11  "(6)  for  the  fiscal  year  beginning  on  October  1  of 

12  the  year  in  which  the  resolution  is  adopted  and  each  of 

13  the  four  succeeding  fiscal  years,  the  appropriate  level 

14  of  total  gross  obligations  for  the  principal  amount  of 

15  direct  loans  and  the  appropriate  level  of  total  conunit- 

16  ments  to  guarantee  loan  principal; 

17  "(7)  for  the  fiscal  year  beginning  on  October  1  of 

18  the  year  in  which  the  resolution  is  adopted  and  each  of 

19  the  four  succeeding  fiscal  years,  an  estimate  of  gross 

20  obligations  for  the  principal  amount  of  direct  loans  and 

21  an  estimate  of  commitments  to  guarantee  loan  principal 

22  for  each  nuijor  functional  category,  based  on  alloeations 

23  of  the  appropriate  level  of  total  gross  obligations  for 

24  the  principal  amount  of  direct  loans  and  the  appropri- 
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1  ate  level  of  total  commitments  to  guarantee  loan  prin- 

2  cipal;". 

3  (c)  Section  301(b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 

4  follows: 

5  "(b)  Deficit  Reduction  Instructions;  Addition- 

6  AL  Matters. — (1)  The  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget 

7  referred  to  in  subsection  (a)  shall  also,  to  the  extent  necessary 

8  to  insure  that  total  budget  outlays  for  any  fiscal  year  do  not 

9  exceed  total  revenues  for  such  fiscal  year  and  to  carry  out 

10  section  301A— 

11  "(A)  specify  the  total  amount  by  which  new  cur- 

12  rent  law  budget  authority  for  the  fiscal  year  beginning 

13  on  October  1  of  the  year  in  which  the  concurrent  reso- 

14  lution  is  adopted,  and  current  law  outlays  associated 

15  with  such  new  current  law  budget  authority,  and  cur- 

16  rent  law  spending  authority  for  such  fiscal  year,  are  to 

17  be  changed; 

18  "(B)   specify   the   total   amount  by  which  new 

19  budget  authority  for  such  fiscal  year,  and  outlays  asso- 

20  dated  with  such  budget  authority,  and  new  spending 

21  authority  described  in  section  401(c)(2)(G)  which  will 

22  be  effective  in  such  fiscal  year,  contained  in  laws,  biUs, 

23  and  resolutions  within  the  jurisdiction  of  a  committee, 

24  are  to  be  reduced  below  the  level  of  current  law 

25  budget  authority,  current  law  outlays,  or  current  law 


Digitized  by 


Google 


728 


12 

1  spending  authority  for  such  fiscal  year,  respectively, 

2  and  direct  that  committee  to  determine  and  reconunend 

3  changes  to  accomplish  a  change  of  such  total  amount 

4  and  to  report  such  determinations  and  reconunenda- 

5  tions  in  accordance  with^paragraph  (2XA)  by  a  speci- 

6  fied  date; 

7  ''(C)  specify  the  amount  by  which  budget  authori- 

8  ty  initially  provided  for  fiscal  years  preceding  such 

9  fiscal  year,  and  budget  outlays  associated  with  such 

10  budget  authority,  contained  in  laws,  bills,  and  resolu- 

11  tions  within  the  jurisdiction  of  a  committee  are  to  be 

12  changed  and  direct  that  conunittee  to  determine  and 

13  recommend  changes  to  accomplish  a  change  of  that 

14  total  amount  and  to  report  such  determinations  and 

15  reconunendations  in  accordance  with  paragraph  (2)(A) 

16  by  a  specified  date; 

17  "(D)  specify  the  total  amount  by  which  revenues 

18  for  such  fiscal  year  are  to  be  changed  and  direct  the 

19  conunittees  having  jurisdiction  to  determine  and  recom- 

20  mend  changes  in  the  revenue  laws,  bills,  and  resolu- 

21  tions  to  accomplish  a  change  of  such  total  amount  and 

22  to  report  such  determinations  and  recommendations  in 

23  accordance  with  paragraph  (2)(A)  by  a  specified  date; 

24  "(E)  specify  the  amdunt  by  which  the  statutory 

25  limit  on  the  public  debt  is  to  be  changed  and  direct  the 
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1  committees   having  jurisdiction   to   recommend    such 

2  change  and  to  report  such  recommendations  in  accord- 

3  ance  with  paragraph  (2)(A)  by  a  specified  date; 

4  "(F)  specify  the  total  amount  by  which  gross  obli- 

5  gations  for  the  principal  amount  of  direct  loans  or  com- 

6  mitments  to  guarantee  loan  principal  are  to  be  changed 

7  and  direct  the  committees  having  jurisdiction  to  deter- 

8  mine  and  recommend  changes  in  the  laws,  biUs,  and 

9  resolutions  providing  or  specifying  the  authority  to 

10  make  such  obligations  or  commitments  and  to  report 

11  such  determinations  and  recommendations  in  accord- 

12  ance  with  paragraph  (2)(A)  by  a  specified  date;  or 

13  "(G)  specify  and  direct  any  combination  of  the 

14  matters  described  in  subparagraphs  (A),  (B),  (C),  (D), 

15  (E),  and  (F). 

16  "(2)(A)  If  a  concurrent  resolution  is  agreed  to  in  accord- 

17  ance  with  paragraph  (1)  contiaming  directions  to  one  or  more 

18  committees  to  determine  and  recommend  changes  in  laws, 

19  bills,  or  resolutions,  and — 

20  "(i)  only  one  committee  of  the  House  or  the 

21  Senate    is    directed    to    determine    and    recommend 

22  changes,  that  committee  shall  promptly  make  such  de- 

23  termination  and  recommendations  and  shall,  by  the 

24  date  specified  pursuant  to  paragraph  (IKA),  report  to 

25  its  House  a  deficit  reduction  bill  or  a  deficit  reductioii 
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1  resolution,  or  both,  containing  such  recommendations; 

2  or 

3  "(ii)  more  than  one  committee  of  the  House  or  the 

4  Senate    is    directed    to    determine    and    recommend 

5  changes,  each  such  committee  so  directed  shall  prompt- 

6  ly   make   such   determination   and   recommendations, 

7  whether  such  changes  are  to  be.  contained  in  a  deficit 

8  reduction  bill  or  deficit  reduction  resolution,  and  shall, 

9  by  the  date  specified  pursuant  to  paragraph  (IKA), 

10  report  such  recommendations  to  the  Committee  on  the 

11  Budget  of  its  House,  which  upon  receiving  all  such 

12  recommendations,  shall  report  to  its  House  a  deficit  re- 

13  duction  bill  or  deficit  reduction  resolution,  or  both,  car- 

14  rying  out  all  such  recommendations  without  any  sub- 

15  stantive  revision. 

16  "(B)  Notwithstanding  subparagraph  (A),  if  a  concurrent 

17  resolution  is  agreed  to  in  accordance  with  paragraph  (1)  con- 

18  taining  directions  to  one  or  more  committees  to  determine 

19  and  recommend  changes  in  laws,  bills,  and  resolutions  in 

20  order  to  reduce  new  budget  authority,  outiays,  or  new  spend- 

21  ing  authority  described  in  section  401(cK2KC),  or  to  change 

22  revenues,  and  any  such  committee — 

23  "(i)  does  not  report  such  changes  by  the  date 

24  specified  in  such  concurrent  resolution  pursuant  to 

25  paragraph  (IMA);  or 
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1  "(ii)  by  such  specified  date,  reports  changes  m 

2  laws,  bills,  and  resolutions  which  will  result  in — 

3  "(I)  a  reduction  in  new  budget  authority, 

4  outlays,  or  new  spending  authority  described  in 

5  section  401(cK2KC)  in  an  amount  which  is  less 

6  than  the  amount  specified  in  the  directions  con- 

7  tained  in  such  concurrent  resolution;  or 

8  "(U)  a  change  in  revenues  in  an  amoimt 

9  which  is  less  than  the  amount  specified  in  such  di- 

10  rections, 

11  the  Committee  on  the  Budget  of  the  House  or  the  Senate,  as 

12  the  case  may  be,  shall  report  a  deficit  reduction  bill  or  deficit 

13  reduction  resolution,  or  both,  containing  changes  in  laws, 

14  bills,  and  resolutions  which  will  result  in  a  reduction  in  new 

15  budget  authority,  outlays,  or  new  spending  authority  de- 

16  scribed  in  section  401(cK2K0)  in  an  amount  suflScient  to 

17  comply  with  such  directions  or  a  change  in  revenues  suffi- 

18  cient  to  comply  with  such  directions. 

19  "(0)  For  purposes  of  this  paragraph,  a  deficit  reduction 

20  resolution  is  a  concurrent  resolution  directing  the  Clerk  of  the 

21  House  of  Bepresentatives  or  the  Secretary  of  tiie  Senate,  as 

22  the  case  may  be,  to  make  specified  changes  in  Inlls  and  reso- 

23  lutions  which  have  not  been  enrolled. 

24  "(D)  A  deficit  reduction  bill  or  a  deficit  reduction  resolu- 

25  tion  may  not  contain  provisions — 
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1  "(i)  which  decrease  the  total  amount  of  Federal 

2  revenues  for  a  fiscal  year  below  the  level  of  current 

3  law  revenues  for  such  fiscal  year,  except  in  order  to 

4  carry  out  section  30lA(b); 

5  ''(ii)  which  accomplish  decreases  in  outlays  in  one 

6  fiscal  year  by  postponing  such  outlays  to  one  or  more 

7  succeeding  fiscal  years;  or 

8  ''(iii)  which  are  predominantly  nonbudgetary  in 

9  nature  or  which  modify  programs  or  activities  in  a 

10  manner  which  is-  not  necessary  to  reduce  the  total 

11  amount  of  new  budget  authority  for  a  fiscal  year  and 

12  spending  authority  which  will  be  effective  during  a 

13  fiscal  year. 

14  ''(3)  Congress  shall  complete  action  on  any  deficit  re- 

15  duction  bill  or  deficit  reduction  resolution  reported  under  this 

16  subsection  not  later  than  July  15  of  each  year. 

17  ''(4)(A)  Except  as  provided  in  subparagraphs  (B)  and 

18  (C),  the  provisions  of  subsections  (b)  and  (c)  of  section  305  for 

19  the  consideration  in  the  Senate  of  concurrent  resolutions  on 

20  the  budget  and  conference  reports  thereon  shall  also  apply  to 

21  the  consideration  in  the  Senate  of  deficit  reduction  bills  and 

22  deficit  reduction  resolutions  reported  under  this  subsection 

23  and  conference  reports  thereon. 

24  "(B)  Debate  in  the  Senate  on  any  deficit  reduction  bill 

25  or  deficit  reduction  resolution  reported  under  this  subsection, 
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1  and  all  amendments  thereto  and  debatable  motions  and  ap- 

2  peals  in  connection  therewith,  shall  be  limited  to  not  more 

3  than  20  hours  or  a  nmnber  of  hours  which  is  equal  to  the 

4  product  of  the  number  of  committees  of  the  Senate  which 

5  have  reported  provisions  included  in  such  bill  or  resolution 

6  multiplied  by  four,  whichever  is  greater. 

7  ''(C)  It  shall  be  in  order  in  the  Senate  to  consider  any 

8  amendment  to  a  deficit  reduction  bill  or  a  deficit  reduction 

9  resolution  which  provides  for  reductions  in  budget  authority 

10  or  spending  authority  described  in  section  401(cK2KO)  or  in- 

11  creases  in  revenues  if  such  amendment  does  not  contain  mat- 

12  ters  which  are  nonbudgetary  in  nature,  does  not  modify  pro- 

13  grams  in  a  manner  which  is  not  necessary  to  reduce  budget 

14  authority    or    spending    authority    described    in    section 

15  401(c)(2)(C),  or  does  not  change  the  provisions  of  the  revenue 

16  laws  in  a  manner  other  than  a  manner  which  is  necessary  to 

17  increase  or  decrease  revenues  in  accordance  with  deficit  re- 

18  duction  instructions  included  in  a  concurrent  resolution  on 

19  the  budget  pursuant  to  paragraph  (1)(D). 

20  ''(5)  The  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget  referred  to 

21  in  subsection  (a)  may  also  require — 

22  ''(A)  a  procedure  under  which  all  or  certain  bills 

23  and  resolutions  providing  new  budget  authority  or  pro- 

24  viding  new   spending  authority  described  in  section 

25  401(c)(2)(C)  for  such  fiscal  year  shall  not  be  enrolled 
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1  until  such  concurrent  resolution  has  been  agreed  to, 

2  and,  if  a  deficit  reduction  bill  or  deficit  reduction  reso- 

3  lution,  or  both,  are  required  to  be  reported  under  this 

4  subsection,  until  Congress  has  completed  action  on  that 

5  bill  or  resolution,  or  both;  and 

6  ''(B)  any  other  procedure  which  is  appropriate  to 

7  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  Act. 

8  "(6)  The  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget  referred  to 

9  in  subsection  (a)  shall  include  the  section  containing  provi- 

10  sions  to  establish  a  regulatory  budget  required  by  section 

11  1105(a).". 

12  (d)  Section  301(c)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

13  (1)  by  striking  out  '',  and  budget  outlays  resulting 

14  therefrom,''   in   paragraph   (2)   and  inserting  in   lieu 

15  thereof  "and  budget  outlays  resulting  therefrom,  and  of 

16  the  total  amounts  of  gross  obligations  for  the  principal 

17  amount  of  direct  loans  and  commitments  to  guarantee 

18  loan  principal,";  and 

19  (2)  by  inserting  before  the  last  sentence  the  fol- 

20  lowing  new  sentence:  "The  Committee  on  Banking, 

21  Finance  and  Urban  Affairs  of  the  House  of  Repre- 

22  sentatives  and  the  Committee  on  Banking,  Housing, 

23  and  Urban  Affairs  of  the  Senate  shall  each  also  submit 

24  to  the  Committee  on  the  Budget  of  its  House  its  rec- 

25  ommendations  as  to  the  appropriate  level  of  total  gross 
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1  obligations  for  the  principal  amount  of  direct  loans  and 

2  the  appropriate  level  of  total  commitments  to  guaran- 

3  tee  loan  principal.". 

4  (e)  Section  301(d)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

5  (1)  by  striking  out  "first"  each  place  it  appears 

6  before  ''concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget"; 

7  (2)  by  redesignating  paragraphs  (7)  and  (8)  as 

8  paragraphs  (8)  and  (9),  respectively;  and 

9  (3)  by  striking  out  paragraph  (6)  and  inserting  in 

10  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

11  ''(6)  for  the  period  of  five  fiscal  years  beginning 

12  with  such  fiscal  year,  a  specification  for  each  'major 

13  functional  category,  of — 

14  ''(A)  the  levels  of  total  budget  outlays,  total 

15  new  budget  outlays,  total  new  budget  authority, 

16  and  total  revenues  for  each  fiscal  year  in  such 

17  period; 

18  ''(B)  the  level  of  the  surplus  or  deficit,  if  any, 

19  for  each  such  fiscal  year; 

20  "(C)  an  estimate  of  the  ratio  that  total  out- 

21  lays  for  each  such  fiscal  year  will  bear  to  the 

22  gross  national  product  for  each  such  fiscal  year 

23  (stated  as  a  percentage); 

24  "(D)  an  estimate  of  the  ratio  that  total  rev- 

25  enues  for  each  such  fiscal  year  will  bear  to  the 
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1  gross  national  product  for  each  such  fiscal  year 

2  (stated  as  a  percentage);  and 

3  ''(E)  the  estunated  levels  of  tax  expenditures 

4  (the  tax  expenditures  budget)  for  each  such  fiscal 

5  year; 

6  "(7)  a  statement  describing  whether  the  concur- 

7  rent  resolution  complies  with  the  provisions  of  subsec- 

8  tion  (a)  of  section  301  A,  or  whether  the  Committee  on 

9  the  Budget  recommends  that  such  provisions  be  waived 

10  in  accordance  with  subsection  (e)  of  such  section;". 

11  (0  Section  301(e)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

12  (1)  by  striking  out  ''set  for"  in  paragraph  (1)  and 

13  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "set  forth"; 

14  (2)  by  striking  out  "first"  before  "concurrent  reso- 

15  lution  on  the  budget"  each  place  it  appears  in  para- 

16  graphs  (1)  and  (2);  and 

17  (3)  by  inserting  "referred  to  in  subsection  (a)" 

18  after  "concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget"  each  place 

19  it  appears  in  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2). 

20  BALANCED  BUDGET  BEQUIBED 

21  Sec.  5.  (a)  Title  m  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 

22  1974  is  amended  by  inserting  after  section  301  the  following 

23  new  section: 

24  "outlays  shall  not  EXCEED  BEVENUES 

25  "Sec.  301A.  (a)  Limitation  on  Outlays. — 
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1  "(1)  The  appropriate  level  of  total  budget  outimyfi 

2  set  forth  in  any  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget  for 

3  any  fiscal  year  beginning  after  September  30,  198S, 

4  shall  not  exceed  the  recommended  level  of  Federal  rer- 

5  enues  set  forth  in  such  concurrent  reabhition  for  soch 

6  fiscal  year. 

7  "(2)  It  shall  not  be  in  order  in  the  Senate  or  the 
8,  House  of  Bepresentatiyes  to  consider  any  concuiTent 
9  resolution  on  the  budget  for  any  fiscal  year  begimnDg 

10  after  September  30,  1983,  or  any  amendment  thereto 

11  or  any  conference  report  thereon  if — 

12  "(A)  the  adoption  of  such  resolution  as  re- 

13  ported; 

14  "(B)  the  adoption  of  such  amendment;  or 

15  "(C)  the  adoption  of  the  resolution  in  the 

16  form  recommended  in  such  conference  report; 

17  would  cause- 
is  "(i)  the  appropriate  level  of  total  budget  out- 

19  lays  set  forth  in  such  concurrent  resolution  for 

20  such  fiscal  year  to  exceed  the  recommended  level 

21  of  Federal  revenues  set  forth  in  such  concurrent 

22  resolution  for  such  fiscal  year;  or 

23  "(ii)  the  total  amount  by  which  new  budget 

24  authority  provided  for  such  fiscal  year,  and  out- 

25  lays  associated  with  such  budget  authority,  and 
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1  new    spending    authority    described    in    section 

2  401(c)(2)(C)  which  will  be  effective  in  such  fiscal 

3  year  are  to  be  changed  (as  specified  in  such  con- 

4  current  resolution  pursuant  to  subparagraph  (B)  of 

5  section  301(b)(1))  to  be  insufficient  to  insure  that 

6  total  budget  outlays  for  such  fiscal  year  do  not 

7  exceed  total  revenues  for  such  fiscal  year. 

8  "(b)  Limitation  on  Revenues. — 

9  ''(1)  The  recommended  level  of  Federal  revenues 

10  set  forth  in  a  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget  for  a 

11  fiscal  year  beginning  after  September  30,  1983,  shall 

12  not  exceed  an  amount  which  bears  the  same  ratio  to 

13  the  gross  national  product  for  such  fiscal  year  as  the 

14  average  of  the  ratios  of  estimated  total  revenues  for 

15  each  of  the  five  fiscal  years  preceding  such  fiscal  year 

16  to  the  estimated  gross  national  product  for  each  such 

17  fiscal  year. 

18  ''(2)  It  shall  not  be  in  order  in  the  Senate  or  the 

19  House  of  Eepresentatives  to  consider  any  concurrent 

20  resolution  on  the  budget  for  any  fiscal  year  beginning 

21  after  September  30,  1983,  or  any  amendment  thereto 

22  or  any  conference  report  thereon  if — 

23  ''(A)  the  adoption  of  such  resolution  as  re- 

24  ported; 

25  ''(B)  the  adoption  of  such  amendment;  or 
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1  "(C)  tlie  Mdofpdan  of  the  renhdian  in  the 

2  f onn  reocnxuxieDdcd  in  sud  oonferesioe  r^ori, 

3  would  cause  the  recommended  level  of  Federal  rev- 

4  enues  specified  in  such  concurrent  resohition  for  ndi 

5  fiscal  year  to  exceed  the  amount  jR-eicribed  by  parm- 

6  graph  (1). 

7  "(SKA)  The  Committee  on  the  Budget  of  tlie 

8  Senate  or  the  House  of  BepresentatiTes  may  report  a 

9  separate  concurrent  resolution  providing  that  the  ree- 

10  ommended  level  of  Federal  revenues  set  forth  in  a  oon- 

11  current  resolution  on  the  budget  for  a  fiscal  year  may 

12  exceed  the  amount  prescribed  by  paragra^  (1)  for 

13  such  fiscal  year  if  such  separate  concurrent  reaobilion 

14  specifies  the  amount  by  which  the  recommended  level 

15  of  Federal  revenues  set  forth  in  such  separate  concur- 

16  rent  resolution  on  the  budget  will  exceed  such  pre- 

17  scribed  amount  and  the  purpose  for  which  such  exoeaa 

18  amount  of  revenues  wiU  be  expended. 

19  ''(B)  If,  after  the  Committee  on  the  Budget  of  the 

20  Senate  or  the  House  of  Representatives  reports  a  oom- 

21  current  resolution  under  subparagraph  (A),  such  con- 

22  current  resolution  is  agreed  to  by  a  rollcall  vote  of  the 

23  Senate  and  the  House  of  Bepresentatives,  paragnq^ 

24  (1)  and  (2)  shall  not  apply  to  the  concurrent  resolution 

25  on  the  budget  with  which  the  concurrent  resolution 
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1  permitting  such  excess  amount  of  revenues  is  con- 

2  cerned. 

3  "(c)  Detebbonation  of  Outlays,  Revenues,  and 

4  Gross  National  Product. — 

5  "(1)  For  purposes  of  subsections  (a)  and  (b),  the 

6  budget  outlays  to  be  made  during  a  fiscal  year,  the 

7  revenues  to  be  received  during  a  fiscal  year,  and  the 

8  gross  national  product  for  a  fiscal  year  shall  be  deter- 

9  mined  on  the  basis  of  estimates  made  by  the  Director 

10  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Office. 

11  "(2)  For  purposes  of  subsection  (b),  the  recom- 

12  mended  level  of  Federal  revenues  set  forth  in  a  concur- 

13  rent  resolution  on  the  budget  shall  not  include  any  rev- 

14  enues  which  would  be  included  in  such  concurrent  res- 

15  olution  by  operation  of  subsection  (f)(2). 

16  "(d)  Inapplicability  in  Time  of  War. — The  provi- 

17  sions  of  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  shall  not  apply  to  any  concur- 

18  rent  resolution  on  the  budget  for  a  fiscal  year  in  which  a 

19  declaration  of  war  is  in  effect  or  in  which  the  Armed  Forces 

20  of  the  United  States  are  engaged  in  combat. 

21  "(e)  Waiver  for  Recession. — 

22  "(1)  By  a  rollcall  vote  of  the  Members  of  each 

23  House  of  Congress  present  and  voting,  Congress  may 

24  include  in  a  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget  for  a 

25  fiscal  year  a  provision  waiving  the  provisions  of  subsec- 
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1  tions  (a)  and  (b)  with  respect  to  such  fiscal  year  if  the 

2  Congress  determines,  and  includes  a  statement  of  such 

3  determination  in  such  provision,  that  a  national  eco* 

4  nomic  emergency,  such  as  a  recession,  makes  compli- 

5  ance  with  the  provisions  of  such  subsections  impracti- 

6  cable  in  such  fiscal  year.  For  purposes  of  the  preceding 

7  sentence,  a  recession  is  a  decline  in  the  gross  national 

8  product  during  any  two  consecutive  fiscal  quarters. 

9  ''(2)  If  Congress  waives  the  provisions  of  subsec- 

10  tion  (a)  with  respect  to  a  fiscal  year,  and  outlays  are 

11  estimated  to  exceed  revenues  in  such  fiscal  year,  the 

12  concurrent  resolutions  on  the  budget  for  the  succeeding 

13  two  fiscal  years  shall  set  forth,  in  the  aggregate,  a  rec- 

14  ommended  level  of  Federal  revenues  which  exceeds  the 

15  appropriate  level  of  total  budget  outlays  set  forth  in 

16  such  concurrent  resolutions  for  such  fiscal  years  by  an 

17  amount  at  least  equal  to  the  sum  of — 

18  ''(A)  the  amount  by  which  outlays  exceeded 

19  revenues  in  such  preceding  fiscal  year;  and 

20  "(B)  the  amount  of  any  interest  which  will 

21  be  payable  on  the  public  debt  as  a  result  of  the 

22  amount  described  in  subparagraph  (A). 

23  "(0  Elimination  ob  Rbpatmbnt  of  Unanticipat- 

24  ED  Deficit. — If,  after  an  examination  of  the  budget  trans- 

25  mitted  by  the  President  under  section  201(a)  of  the  Budget 
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1  and  Accounting  Act,  1921,  and  the  report  of  the  Director  of 

2  the  Congressional  Budget  Office  under  section  202(0  of  this 

3  Act,  the  Committee  on  the  Budget  of  the  Senate  or  the 

4  House  of  Representatives  estimates  that  outlays  will  exceed 

5  revenues  in  the  fiscal  year  in  progress,   such  committee 

6  shall— 

7  "(1)  report  to  the  Senate  or  the  House  of  Repre- 

8  sentatives,  as  the  case  may  be,  a  concurrent  resolution 

9  '      under  section  304  revising  the  concurrent  resolution  on 

10  the  budget  for  the  fiscal  year  in  progress,  and  contain- 

11  ing  deficit  reduction  instructions  described  in  section 

12  301(b)  in  an  amount  sufficient  to  insure  that  total  out- 

13  lays  for  such  fiscal  year  do  not  exceed  total  revenues 

14  for  such  fiscal  year;  or 

15  "(2)  in  any  case  in  which  such  committee  deter- 

16  mines  that  compliance  with  paragraph  (1)  is  impracti- 

17  cable,  include  in  the  concurrent  resolution  required  to 

18  be  reported  under  section  301(a)  for  the  succeeding 

19  fiscal  year  deficit  reduction  instructions  to  the  commit- 

20  tees  having  jurisdiction  to  determine  and  reconmiend 

21  changes  in  the  revenue  laws,  bills,  and  resolutions 

22  which  require  such  committees  to  report  legislation  to 

23  increase  revenues  temporarily  in  order  to  raise  an 

24  amount  of  revenues  equal  to  the  sum  of — 
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1  "(A)  the  amount  by  which  outlays  are  esti- 

2  mated  to  exceed  revenues  during  the  fiscal  year  in 

3  progress;  and 

4  ''(B)  the  amount  of  any  interest  which  will 

5  be  payable  on  the  public  debt  as  a  result  of  the 

6  amount  described  in  subparagraph  (B).". 

7  (b)  The  table  of  contents  in  subsection  (b)  of  the  first 

8  section  of  the  Congressional  Budget  and  Impoundment  Con- 

9  trol  Act  of  1974  is  amended  by  inserting  after  the  item  relat- 

10  ing  to  section  301  the  following  new  item: 

"Sec.  301  A.  Outlays  shall  not  exceed  revenues.". 

11  (c)(1)  Chapter  11  of  title  31,  United  States  Code,  is 

12  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sec- 

13  tion: 

14  "§  1115.  Outlays  shall  not  exceed  revenues 

15  ''(a)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  the 

16  budget  transmitted  pursuant  to  section  1105  of  this  title,  the 

17  supplemental  sununary  submitted  pursuant  to  section  1106(a) 

18  of  this  title,  or  any  statement  of  changes  submitted  pursuant 

19  to  section  1106(b)  of  this  title,  shall  not — 

20  "(1)  contam— 

21  ''(A)  any  request  for  budget  authority  for  a 

22  fiscal  year  which  will  result  in  an  estimate  of  total 

23  outlays  which  exceeds,  or 

24  ''(B)  any  estimate  of  total  outlays  for  a  fiscal 

25  yfear  whiph,exceeds. 
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1  the  estimate  of  total  revenues  for  such  fiscal  year  con- 

2  tained  in  such  budget,  summary,  or  statement;  or 

3  ''(2)  set  forth  an  estimate  of  total  revenues  for  a 

4  fiscal  year  which  exceeds  an  amount  which  bears  the 

5  same  ratio  to  the  estimated  gross  national  product  for 

6  such  fiscal  year  as  the  average  of  the  ratios  of  estimat- 

7  ed  total  revenues  for  each  of  the  five  fiscal  years  pre- 

8  ceding  such  fiscal  year  to  the  estimated  gross  national 

9  product  for  each  such  preceding  fiscal  year. 

10  ''(b)  The  provisions  of  subsection  (a)  shall  not  apply  to 

11  any  such  budget,  sunmiary,  or  statement  submitted  for  a 

12  fiscal  year  if  a  declaration  of  war  is  in  effect  or  the  Armed 

13  Forces  of  the  United  States  are  engaged  in  combat  at  the 

14  time  such  Budget,  sununary,  or  statement  is  submitted. 

15  ''(c)  The  President  may  submit  such  a  budget,  summary, 

16  or  statement  for  a  fiscal  year  which  does  not  comply  with 

17  subsection  (a)  if  the  President  determines  that  a  national  eco- 

18  nomic  emergency,  such  as  a  recession,  makes  compliance 

19  with  the  provisions  of  such  subsection  impracticable  in  such 

20  fiscal  year.  For  purposes  of  the  preceding  sentence,  a  reces- 

21  sion  is  a  decline  in  the  gross  national  product  during  any  two 

22  consecutive  fiscal  quartei's.  The  President  shall  include  in  any 

23  such  budget,  sununary,  or  statement,  a  description  of  his  de- 

24  termination  under  this  subsection  and  a  reconmiendation  that 

25  the  Congress  waive  the  provisions  of  subsection  (a)  of  section 
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1  301A  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974  with  respect 

2  to  any  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget  for  such  fiscal 

3  year,  in  accordance  with  subsection  (e)  of  such  section.". 

4  (2)  The  table  of  sections  for  chapter  11  of  title  31, 

5  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof 

6  the  following  new  item: 

"1115.  Outlays  shall  not  exceed  revenues.". 

7  ALL  ACTIVITIES  ON-BUDOBT 

8  Sec.  6.  (a)(1)  Title  m  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act 

9  of  1974  is  amended  by  inserting  after  section  301A  (as  added 

10  by  section  5(a)  of  this  Act)  the  following  new  section: 

11  "inclusion  op  all  federal  activitibs  in 

12  concurrent  resolutions  on  the  budobt 

13  "Sec.  301B.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 

14  law,  the  appropriate  level  of  total  budget  authority  and  total 

15  budget  outlays,  the  recommended  level  of  Federal  revenues, 

16  the  appropriate  level  of  total  gross  obligations  for  the  prind- 

17  pal  amount  of  direct  loans,  and  the  appropriate  level  of  total 

18  conunitments  to  guarantee  loan  principal,  set  forth  in  any 

19  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget  shall  include  the  budget 

20  authority  and  outlays  for,  revenues  and  receipts  from,  gross 

21  obligations  for  the  principal  amount  of  direct  loans  by,  and 

22  commitments  to  guarantee  loan  principal  by,  all  activities  of 

23  all  departments,  agencies,  establishments,  and  instrumental- 

24  ities  of  the  Federal  Oovemment.'\ 
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1  (2)  The  table  of  contents  in  subsection  (b)  of  the  first 

2  section  of  the  Congressional  Budget  and  Impoundment  Con- 

3  trol  Act  of  1974  is  amended  by  inserting  after  the  item  relat- 

4  ing  to  section  301A  (as  added  by  section  5(b)  of  this  Act)  the 

5  following  new  item: 

"Sec.  30 IB.  Inclusion  of  all  Federal  activities  in  concurrent  resolutions  on  the 
budget.". 

6  (b)  Section  606  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 

7  1974  is  repealed. 

8  (c)(1)  Section  607  of  such  Act  is  redesignated  as  section 

9  606. 

10  (2)  The  table  of  contents  in  subsection  (b)  of  the  first 

1 1  section  of  the  Congressional  Budget  and  Impoundment  Con- 

12  trol  Act  of  1974  is  amended  by  striking  out  the  item  relating 

13  to  section  606  and  redesignating  the  item  relating  to  section 

14  607  as  the  item  relating  to  section  606. 

15  (d)  Section  1105  of  title  31,  United  States  Code,  is 

16  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sub- 

17  section: 

18  "(e)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  the 

19  President  shall  include  in  the  budget  submitted  under  subsec- 

20  tion  (a)  proposed  budget  authority,  direct  loans,  and  commit- 

21  ments  to  guarantee  loan  principal,  and  estimates  of  outlays 

22  and  receipts,  for  all  activities  of  all  departments,  agencies, 

23  establishments,  and  instrumentalities  of  the  Federal  Govern- 

24  ment.". 
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1  ALLOCATIONS 

2  Sec.  7.  (a)  Section  302(a)  of  the  Congressional  Budget 

3  Act  of  1974  is  amended — 

4  (1)  by  inserting  "and  the  appropriate  levels  of 

5  total   gross   obligations   for   the   principal   amount   of 

6  direct  loans  and  total  conmiitments  to  guarantee  loan 

7  principal"  before  "among  each  committee";  and 

8  (2)  by  inserting  "or  authorizing  such  obligations 

9  and  commitments"  before  the  period. 

10  (b)  Section  302(b)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

11  (1)  by  striking  out  "and  (B)"  in  paragraph  (1)  and 

12  inserting  in   lieu   thereof   "(B)   further   subdivide   the 

13  amount  with  respect  to  each  such  subconunittee  be- 

14  tween  amounts  to  be  provided  in  regular  appropriation 

15  Acts  and  amounts  to  be  provided  in  supplemental  ap- 

16  propriation  Acts,  and  (C)"; 

17  (2)  by  striking  out  "and"  after  the  semicolon  in 

18  such  paragraph; 

19  (3)  by  redesignating  paragraph  (2)  as  paragraph 

20  (3);  and 

21  (4)  by  inserting  after  paragraph  (1)  the  following 

22  new  paragraph: 

23  "(2)  the   Committee  on  Appropriations  of  each 

24  House  shall  also,  after  consulting  with  the  Committee 

25  on  Appropriations  of  the  other  House,  subdivide  among 
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1  its  subcommittees  the  allocation  of  gross  obligations  for 

2  the  principal  amount  of  direct  loans  and  commitments 

3  to  guarantee  loan  principal  allocated  to  it  in  the  joint 

4  explanatory   statement   accompanjdng   the   conference 

5  report  on  such  concurrent  resolution;  and". 

6  (c)  Section  302(c)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 

7  out  "or  310". 

8  COMPLETION  OF  ACTION  ON  CONCUBBENT  RESOLUTION 

9  ON  THE  BUDGET 

10  Sec  8.  (a)(1)  The  section  heading  for  section  303  of  the 

11  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974  is  amended  by  striking  out 

12  "fibst". 

13  (2)  The  item  relating  to  section  303  in  the  table  of  con- 

14  tents  in  subsection  (b)  of  the  first  section  of  the  Congressional 

15  Budget  and  Impoundment  Control  Act  of  1974  is  amended 

16  by  striking  out  "First  concurrent"  and  inserting  in  lieu  there- 

17  of  "Concurrent". 

18  (b)  Section  303(a)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 

19  1974  is  amended — 

20  (1)  by  striking  out  "first"; 

21  (2)  by  inserting  "referred  to  in  section  301(a)" 

22  after  "concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget";  and 

23  (3)  by  striking  out  "pursuant  to  section  301". 
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1  (c)  Subsection  (b)  of  section  303  of  such  Act  is  repealed. 

2  Subsection  (c)  of  such  section  is  redesignated  as  subsection 

3  (b). 

4  REVISIONS  OP  CONCUBEBNT  BBSOLUTION8  ON  THE 

5  BUDGET 

6  Sec.  9.  Section  304  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

7  (1)  by  striking  out  "first"; 

8  (2)  by  inserting  "referred  to  in  section  301(a)" 

9  after  "concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget"  the  first 

10  place  it  appears; 

11  (3)  by  striking  out  "pursuant  to  section  301";  and 

12  (4)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 

13  sentence:  "Such  revisions  may  include  changes  in  the 

14  deficit  reduction  instructions  included  in  such  concur- 

15  rent  resolution   on   the   budget  pursuant   to   section 

16  301(b)  or  the  inclusion  of  such  instructions  in  the  con- 

17  current  resolution  on  the  budget  making  such  revi- 

18  sions.". 

19  PBOGEDUBES  FOB  GONSIDEBATION  OF  CONCUBBBNT  RBSO- 

20  LUTIONS  ON  THE  BUDGET;  COMMITTBB  ACTION  ON 

21  APPBOPBIATION  BILLS 

22  Sec.   10.  (a)  Section  305(a)(3)  of  the  Congressional 

23  Budget  Act  of  1974  is  amended — 

24  (1)  by  striking  out  "first";  and 
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1  (2)  by  inserting  "referred  to  in  section  301(a)" 

2  after  "concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget". 

3  (b)  Section  305(b)(1)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 

4  out  **,  except  that,  with  respect  to  the  second  required  con- 

5  current  resolution  referred  to  in  section  310(a),  all  such 

6  debate  shall  be  limited  to  not  more  than  15  hours". 

7  (c)  Section  305(b)(3)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

8  (1)  by  striking  out  "first";  and 

9  (2)  by  inserting  "referred  to  in  section  301(a)" 

10  after  "concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget". 

11  (d)  Section  307  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  mserting  ", 

12  and  the  appropriate  levels  of  total  gross  obligations  for  the 

13  principal  amount  of  direct  loans  and  total  commitments  to 

14  guarantee  loan  principal,"  after  "and  new  budget  authority". 

15  BEPOBTS,  SUMMABIES,  AND  PBOJEGTIONS 

16  Sec.  11.  (a)  Section  308(a)  of  the  Congressional  Budget 

17  Act  of  1974  is  amended — 

18  (1)  by  striking  out  "and"  after  the  semicolon  in 

19  paragraph  (1)(C); 

20  (2)  by  striking  out  "first"  in  subparagraph  (A)  of 

21  paragraph  (2); 

22  (3)  by  inserting  "referred  to  in  section  301(a)" 

23  after  "concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget"  in  such 

24  subparagraph; 
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1  (4)  by  Rtriking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  subpar- 

2  agraph  (B)  of  paragn^h  (2)  and  inserting  in  lieu  there- 

3  of  a  semicolon  and  "and";  and 

4  (5)  by  inserting  after  paragraph  (2)  the  following 

5  new  paragraph: 

6  "(3)  in  the  ease  of  a  bill  or  resolution  specifying 

7  the  level  of  gross  obligations  for  the  principal  amount 

8  of  direct  loans  or  the  level  of  conunitments  to  guaran- 

9  tee  loan  principal,  how  such  levels  compare  with  the 

10  appropriate  level  of  total  gross  obligations  for  the  prin- 

11  cipal  amount  of  direct  loans  or  the  appropriate  level  of 

12  total  commitments  to  guarantee  loan  principal,  as  the 

13  case  may  be,  set  forth  in  the  most  recently  agreed  to 

14  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget  for  such  fiscal  year 

15  and  the  reports  submitted  under  section  302.". 

16  (b)  Section  308(b)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

17  (1)  by  striking  out  "and"  after  the  semicolon  in 

18  paragraph  (3); 

19  (2)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  para- 

20  graph  (4)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a  semicolon  and 

21  "and";  and 

22  (3)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 

23  paragraph: 

24  "(5)  an  up-to-date  tabulation  comparing  the  gross 

25  obligations  for  the  principal  amount  of  direct  loans  and 
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1  the  commitments  to  guarantee  loan  principal  for  such 

2  fiscal  year  in  bills  or  resolutions  on  which  the  Congress 

3  has  completed  action  to  the  appropriate  level  of  total 

4  gross  obligations  for  the  principal  amount  of  direct 

5  loans  and  the  appropriate  level  of  total  commitments  to 

6  guarantee  loan  principal  set  forth  in  the  most  recently 

7  agreed  to  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget  for  such 

8  fiscal  year  and  the  reports  submitted  under  section 

9  302.". 

10  (c)  Section  308(c)  of  such  Act  is  repealed. 

11  COMPLETION  OP  ACTION  ON  CERTAIN  BILJiS  AND 

12  RESOLUTIONS 

13  Sec.  12.  (a)(1)  The  section  heading  for  section  309  of 

14  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974  is  amended  by  striking 

15  out  "and  CERTAIN  NEW  SPENDING  AUTHORITY"  and  inSCrt- 

16  ing  m  lieu  thereof  *\  specifyino  direct  loans  or  loan 

17  GUARANTEE  COBiMITBlBNTS,  OR  PROVIDING  CERTAIN  NEW 

18  SPENDING    AUTHORITY;     CONGRESS    BiAY    NOT    ADJOURN 

19  UNTIL  CERTAIN  ACTIONS  ARE  COMPLETED". 

20  (2)  The  item  relating  to  section  309  in  the  table  of  con- 

21  tents  in  subsection  (b)  of  the  first  section  of  the  Congressional 

22  Budget  and  Impoundment  Control  Act  of  1974  is.  amended 

23  by  striking  out  ''and  certain  new  spending  authority''  and 

24  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  **,  specifying  direct 

25  loans  or  loan  guarantee  commitments,  or  providing  certain 
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1  new  spending  authority;  Congress  may  not  adjourn  until  cer- 

2  tain  actions  are  completed". 

3  (b)  Section  309  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 

4  1974  is  amended — 

5  (1)  by  mserting  "(a)  Completion  op  Action  on 

6  Certain    Bills    and    Resolutions. — "     before 

7  "Except"; 

8  (2)  by  inserting  "or  specifying  the  level  of  gross 

9  obligations  for  the  principal  amount  of  direct  loans  or 

10  the  level  of  commitments  to  guarantee  loan  principal 

11  for  such  fiscal  year,"  after  "October  1  of  such  year," 

12  in  paragraph  (1); 

13  (3)  by  striking  out  "the  reconciliation  bill  for  such 

14  year,  if  required  to  be  reported  under  section  310(c)" 

15  in  such  paragraph  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "any 

16  deficit  reduction  bill  for  such  year  required  pursuant  to 

17  deficit  reduction  instructions,  or  revisions  of  deficit  re- 

18  duction  instructions,  included  in  a  concurrent  resolution 

19  revising  a  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget  under 

20  section  304";  and 

21  (4)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 

22  subsection: 

23  "(b)  Limits  on  Adjouenbient. — It  shall  not  be  in 

24  order  in  either  the  House  of  Representatives  or  the  Senate  to 
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1  consider  any  resolution  providing  for  the  adjournment  sine 

2  die  of  either  House  unless — 

3  ''(1)  action  has  been  completed  on  the  concurrent 

4  resolution  on  the  budget  required  to  be  reported  under 

5  section  301(a)  for  the  fiscal  year  beginning  on  October 

6  1  of  such  year,  and,  if  a  deficit  reduction  bill  or  resolu- 

7  tion,  or  both,  is  required  to  be  reported  under  section 

8  301(b)  for  such  fiscal  year,  unless  the  Congress  has 

9  completed  action  on  that  bill  or  resolution  or  both; 

10  "(2)  action  has  been  completed  on  the  biUs  and 

11  resolutions  to  which  subsection  (a)  applies  and  on  all 

12  continuing  appropriation  bills  and  resolutions;  and 

13  ''(3)  the  Committees  on  the  Budget  of  the  House 

14  of  Representatives  and  the  Seirate  have  each  reported 

15  to  their  respective  Houses  a  notice  certifying  that  the 

16  total  amount  of  new  budget  authority  provided  for  in 

17  each  of  the  bills  and  resolutions  described  in  paragraph 

18  (2),  and  the  total  amount  of  budget  outlays  associated 

19  with  such  budget  authority,  comply  with  the  allocations 

20  of  total  budget  authority  and  budget  outlays  under  sec- 

21  tion  302.". 
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1  ELIMINATION  OF  SECOND  BEQUIBED  GONCUBBENT 

2  '     BESOLUTION  ON  THE  BUDGET 

3  Sec.  13.  (a)  Section  310  of  the  Congressional  Budget 

4  Act  of  1974  is  repealed.  Section  311  of  such  Act  is  redesig- 

5  nated  as  section  310. 

6  (b)  The  table  of  contents  m  subsection  (b)  of  the  first 

7  section  of  the  Congressional  Budget  and  Impoundment  Con- 

8  trol  Act  of  1974  is  amended  by  striking  out  the  item  relating 

9  to  section  310  and  redesignating  the  item  relating  to  section 

10  311  as  the  item  relating  to  section  310. 

11  CEBTAIN  LEGISLATION  BfUST  BE  WITHIN  APPBOPBIATB 

12  LEVELS 

13  Sec.  14.  (a)(1)  The  section  headmg  for  section  310  of 

14  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974  (as  redesignated  by 

15  section  13(a)  of  this  Act)  is  amended  by  inserting  a  comma 

16  and  ''loans  and  loan  ouabanteb  coiooniBNTS/'  after 

17  "new  spending  authobity". 

18  (2)  The  item  relating  to  section  310  in  the  table  of  con- 

19  tents  in  subsection  (b)  of  the  first  section  of  the  Congressional 

20  Budget  and  Impoundment  Control  Act  of  1974  (as  redesig- 

21  nated  by  section  13(b)  of  this  Act)  is  amended  by  inserting 

22  "loans  and  loan  guarantee  commitments/'  after  "new  spend- 

23  ing  authority/'. 
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1  ,(b)  Section  310(a)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 

2  1974  (as  redesignated  by  section  13(a)  of  this  Act)  is  amend- 

3  ed  to  read  as  follows: 

4  "(a)  Legislation  Subject  to  Point  op  Obdeb. — 

5  After  the  Congress  has  completed  action  on  the  concurrent 

6  resolution  on  the  budget  referred  to  in  section  301(a)  for  a 

7  fiscal  year,  and,  if  a  deficit  reduction  bill  or  resolution,  or 

8  both,  for  such  fiscal  year  are  required  to  be  reported  under 

9  section  301(b)  for  such  fiscal  year,  after  that  biU  has  been 

10  enacted  into  law  or  that  resolution  has  been  agreed  to,  it 

1 1  shall  not  be  in  order  in  either  the  House  of  Representatives 

12  or  the  Senate  to  consider  any  bill,  resolution,  or  amendment 

13  providing  new  budget  authority  for  such  fiscal  year  or  any  of 

14  the  four  succeeding  fiscal  years,  providing  new  spending  au- 

15  thority  described  in  section  401(c)(2)(C)  to  become  effective 

16  during  such  fiscal  year  or  any  of  the  four  succeeding  fiscal 

17  years,  specifying  the  levels  of  total  gross  obligations  for  the 

18  principal  amount  of  direct  loans  or  total  commitments  to 

19  guarantee  loan  principal  for  such  fiscal  year  or  any  of  the 

20  four  succeeding  fiscal  years,  or  reducing  revenues  for  such 

21  fiscal  year  or  any  of  the  four  succeeding  fiscal  years,  or  any 

22  conference  report  on  any  such  bill  or  resolution,  if — 

23  ''(1)  the  enactment  of  such  bill  or  resolution  as  re- 

24  ported; 
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1  "(2)  the  adoption  and  enactment  of  such  amend- 

2  ment;  or 

3  "(3)  the  enactment  of  such  bill  or  resolution  in  the 

4  form  recommended  in  such  conference  report; 

5  would — 

6  "(A)  cause  the  appropriate  level  of  total   new 

7  budget  authority  or  total  budget  outlays  set  forth  for 

8  any  fiscal  year  in  the  most  recently  agreed  to  concur- 

9  rent  resolution  on  the  budget  for  such  fiscal  year  to  be 

10  exceeded; 

11  "(B)  cause  revenues  for  any  such  fiscal  year  to  be 

12  less  than  the  recommended  level  of  Federal  revenues 

13  set  forth  in  such  concurrent  resolution  for  such  fiscal 

14  year; 

15  "(C)  cause  the  appropriate  level  of  total  gross  ob- 

16  ligations  for  the  principal  amount  of  direct  loans  or  the 

17  appropriate  level  of  total  commitments  to  guarantee 

18  loan  principal  set  forth  for  any  such  fiscal  year  in  such 

19  concurrent  resolution  to  be  exceeded; 

20  "(D)  cause  the  appropriate  level  of  total  new 

21  budget  authority  and  budget  outlays  for  any  such  fiscal 

22  year  allocated  undef  section  302  to  the  committee  of 

23  the  Senate  or  the  House  of  Representatives,  as  the 

24  case  may  be,  and  to  the  subcommittees  of  the  Commit- 

25  tee  on  Appropriations  of  the  Senate  and  the  House  of 


Digitized  by 


Google 


768 


42 

1  Representatives,  as  the  case  may  be,  having  legislative 

2  jurisdiction  over  such  biU,  resolution,  amendment,  or 

3  conference  report,  to  be  exceeded; 

4  "(E)  in  the  case  of  a  bill,  resolution,  amendment, 

5  or  conference  report  providing  regular  or  supplemental 

6  new  budget  authority  for  any  such  fiscal  year,  cause 

7  the  total  amount  of  new  budget  authority  and  budget 

8  outlays  for  such  fiscal  year  allocated  under  section  302 

9  to  regular  new  budget  authority  or  supplemental  new 

10  budget  authority  and  to  the  subcommittee  of  the  Com- 

11  mittee  on  Appropriations  of  the  Senate  or  the  House  of 

12  Representatives,  as  the  case  may  be,  having  legislative 

13  jurisdiction  over  such  bill,  resolution,  amendment,  or 

14  conference  report,  to  be  exceeded;  or 

15  ''(F)  cause  the  appropriate  level  of  gross  obliga- 

16  tions  for  the  principal  amount  of  direct  loans  or  the  ap- 

17  propriate  level  of  comnutments  to  guarantee  loan  prin- 

18  cipal  allocated  under  section  302  to  the  subcommittee 

19  of  the  Committee  on  Appropriations  of  the  Senate  or 

20  the  House  of  Representatives,  as  the  case  may  be, 

21  having  legislative  jurisdiction  over  such  bill,  resolution, 

22  amendment,  or  conference  report  to  be  exceeded. 

23  For  purposes  of  this  subsection,  the  term  ''regular  new 

24  budget  authority''  means  new  budget  authority  provided  in  a 

25  regular  appropriation  Act  and  the  term  "supplemental  new 
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1  budget  authority"  means  new  budget  authority  provided  in  a 

2  supplemental  appropriation  Act. ' ' . 

3  BEPOBTINO  OF  AUTHOBIZINO  LEGISLATION 

4  Sec.  15.  Section  402(a)  of  the  Congressional  Budget 

5  Act  of  1974  is  amended  by  inserting  "or  which  authorizes 

6  the  guarantee  of  loan  principal  for  a  fiscal  year,"  after  "en- 

7  actment  of  new  budget  authority  for  a  fiscal  year,". 

8  LIMITATION  ON   LEGISLATION  PBOVIDING  AUTHORITY   TO 

9  MAKE  DIBECT  LOANS  OB  TO  GUABANTBB  LOAN  PBIN- 

10  CIPAL 

11  Sec.  16.  (a)  Title  IV  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act 

12  of  1974  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  foUow- 

13  ing  new  section: 

14  "legislation  PBOVIDING  AUTliOBITY  TO  MAKE  DIBECT 

15  LOANS  OB  TO  GUABANTBE  LOAN  PRINCIPAL 

16  "Sec.  405.  It  shall  not  be  in  order  in  either  the  House 

17  of  Representatives  or  the  Senate  to  consider  any  bill  or  reso- 
ld lution  which  provides,  extends,  or  enlarges  authority  to  incur 

19  obligations  for  the  principal  simount  of  direct  loans  or  obliga- 

20  tions  for  the  guarantee  of  loan  principal  (or  any  amendment 

21  which  provides,  extends,  or  enlarges  such  authority)  unless 

22  that  bill,  resolution,  or  amendment  also  provides  that  such 

23  authority  is  to  be  effective  for  any  fiscal  year  only  to  such 

24  extent  or  in  such  amounts  as  are  provided  in  appropriation 

25  Acts.". 
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1  (b)  The  table  of  contents  in  subsection  (b)  of  the  first 

2  section  of  the  Congressional  Budget  and  Impoundment  Con- 

3  trol  Act  of  1974  is  amended  by  inserting  after  the  item  relat- 

4  ing  to  section  404  the  following  new  item: 

"Sec.  405.  Legislation  providing  authdrity  to  make  direct  loans  or  to  guarantee  loan 
principal.". 

5  CURRENT  SERVICES  BUDGET 

6  Sec.  17.  (a)  Section  605(a)  of  the  Congressional  Budget 

7  Act  of  1974  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

8  "(a)  On  or  before  November  10  of  each  year  (beginning 

9  with  1983),  the  President  shall  submit  to  the  Senate  and  the 

10  House  of  Representatives  a  statement  containing  estimates  of 

11  current  law  budget  authority,  current  law  outlays,  current 

12  law  spending  authority,  and  current  law  revenues  for  the  en- 

13  suing  fiscal  year.  The  estimates  of  current  law  budget  author- 

14  ity,  current  law  outlays,  and  current  law  spending  authority 

15  submitted  pursuant  to  this  section  shall  be  shown  by  function 

16  and  subfunctions  (in  accordance  with  the  classifications  in  the 

17  budget  sunmiary  table  entitled  "Budget  Authority  and  Out- 

18  lays  by  Function  and  Agency"  used  in  the  budget  submitted 

19  pursuant  to  section  201(a)  of  the  Budget  and  Accounting 

20  Act,  1921),  by  major  programs  within  each  such  function, 

21  and  by  agency.  Accompanying  these  estimates  shall  be  the 

22  economic  and  progranunatic  assumptions  underlying  such  es- 

23  timates,  such  as  the  rate  of  inflation,  the  rate  of  real  econom- 
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1  ic  growth,  the  unemployment  rate,  program  caseloads,  and 

2  pay  increases.". 

3  (b)  Section  605(b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 

4  out  ''estimated  outlays  and  proposed  budget  authority"  and 

5  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "estimates". 

6  BULEMAKINO  POWEB 

7  Sec.  18.  (a)  Section  904(a)  of  the  Congressional  Budget 

8  Act  of  1974  is  amended  by  striking  out  "and  1017"  and 

9  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "1017,  1105,  1106,  and  1107". 

10  (b)  Section  904(b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 

11  out  "or  IV"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "(except  section 

12  301A  or  301B)  or  title  IV". 

13  BEOULATOBY  BUDGET 

14  Sec.  19.  (a)  The  Congressional  Budget  and  Impound- 

15  ment  Control  Act  of  1974  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 

16  thereof  the  following  new  title: 

17  "TITLE  XI— REGULATORY  BUDGET  PROCEDURE 

18  "statement  op  findings  and  pubposb 

19  "Sec.  1101.  (a)  The  Congress  finds  that— 

20  "(1)  Federal  rules  and  regulations  often  impose 

21  excess    costs    of   compliance    upon    the    non-Federal 

22  sector; 

23  "(2)  Federal  rules  and  regulations  have  grown  in 

24  number  and  scope  so  rapidly  that  the  agencies  and  the 

25  Congress  have  not  had  an  adequate  opportunity  to  ex- 
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1  amine  the  costs  of  compliance  with  such  rules  and  reg- 

2  ulations;  and 

3  ''(3)  it  is  the  responsibility  of  the  Congress  to  de- 

4  termine  the  appropriate  levels  of  costs  of  compliance 

5  with  Federal  rules  and  regulations. 

6  "(b)  It  is  the  purpose  of  this  title  to  require  the  Con- 

7  gress  to  establish,  for  each  fiscal  year,  a  regulatory  budget 

8  for  each  major  functional  category  used  in  the  concurrent  res- 

9  olution  on  the  budget  for  such  fiscal  year  which  sets  the 

10  maximum  costs  of  compliance  with  all  rules  and  regulations 

11  promulgated  under  activities  within  each  such  functional  cat- 

12  egory. 

13  "development  op  beoulatoby  costs  analysis 

14  pbogedubbs 

15  "Sec.  1 102.  (a)  The  President  shall— 

16  "(1)  establish  criteria  for  use  in  the  determination 

17  of  which  rules  or  regulations  are  rules  or  regulations 

18  within  the  meaning  of  this  title  and  furnish  such  crite- 

19  ria  to  the  head  of  each  agency;  and 

20  "(2)  develop  methods  of  determining  the  costs  of 

21  compliance  with  rules  or  regulations  and  furnish  such 

22  methods  to  the  head  of  each  agency. 

23  "(b)  In  developing  the  methods  required  under  subsec- 

24  tion  (a)(2),  the  President  shall— 
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1  ''(1)  take  such  action  as  may  be  necessary  to 

2  insure  that  such  methods  are  based  upon  the  most  ac- 

3  curate  available  statistical  and  accounting  knowledge 

4  and  techniques;  and 

5  "(2)  provide,  to  the  maximum  extent  feasible,  that 

6  such  methods  are  uniform  for  all  agencies  while  taking 

7  into  account  the  different  functions  of  each  agency. 

8  "(cKD  At  least  ninety  days  before  the  submission  of  the 

9  criteria  and  methods  required  under  subsection  (a)  to  the 

10  head  of  each  agency,  the  President  shall — 

11  "(A)  publish  such  criteria  and  methods  in  the  Fed- 

12  eral  Register  in  order  to  solicit  public  comments  there- 

13  on  for  a  period  not  in  excess  of  forty-five  days;  and 

14  "(B)  submit  such  criteria  and  methods  to  the 

15  Comptroller  General,  the  Chairman  of  the  Administra- 

16  tive  Conference  of  the  United  States,  and  the  Director 

17  for  their  review  and  comments. 

18  "(2)  The  ComptroUer  General,  the  Chairman  of  the  Ad- 

19  ministrative  Conference  of  the  United  States,  and  the  Direc- 

20  tor  shall  submit  conunents  and  recommendations  concerning 

21  the  criteria  and  methods  submitted  pursuant  to  paragraph 

22  (IKB)  within  forty-five  days  of  the  receipt  of  such  criteria  and 

23  methods. 

24  "(d)  Each  year,  at  a  time  and  in  a  manner  consistent 

25  with  the  provisions  of  sections  1103  and  1104,  the  President 
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1  shall  review  and  update  the  criteria  and  methods  established 

2  under  this  section  in  accordance  with  the  procedures  estab- 

3  lished  by  this  section. 

4  ''(e)  The  President  may  delegate  his  responsibilities 

5  under  this  section  to  the  Director  of  the  Office  of  Manage- 

6  ment  and  Budget. 

7  ''(0  The  head  of  each  agency  shall  utilize  the  criteria 

8  and  methods  developed  by  the  President  under  this  section  to 

9  carry  out  section  1103. 

10  "BBOULATOBY  cost  COBfPLIANCE  BBPOBT8 

11  "Sec.  1103.  (a)(1)  Each  year,  the  head  of  each  agency 

12  shall  conduct  a  study  of  the  costs  of  compliance  with  rules 

13  and  regulations  promulgated  by  that  agency.  The  head  of 

14  each  agency  shall  utilize  the  criteria  established  by  the  Presi- 

15  dent  under  section  1102  in  conducting  the  study  required 

16  under  this  subsection. 

17  ''(2)  The  head  of  each  agency  shall  submit  a  report  to 

18  the  Director  of  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  and  the 

19  Comptroller  General  by  the  November  10  preceding  the  be- 

20  ginning  of  each  fiscal  year.  The  report  shall  contain  the  re- 

21  suits  of  the  study  required  under  paragraph  (1),  and  shall 

22  include — 

23  "(AKi)  a  statement  of  the  costs  of  compliance  for 

24  the  fiscal  year  ending  on  the  September  30  prior  to  the 

25  day  on  which  the  report  is  submitted; 
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1  "(ii)  a  comparison  of  the  costs  of  compliance  for 

2  such  fiscal  year  with  the  regulatory  budget,  if  any,  es- 

3  tablished  for  such  fiscal  year  under  section  1105;  and 

4  "(iii)  a  full  explanation  for  any  costs  of  compliance 

5  which  exceeded  the  regulatory  budget  for  such  fiscal 

6  year;  and 

7  "(B)  a  statement  of  the  estimated  costs  of  compli- 

8  ance  for  the  fiscal  year  in  progress  when  the  report  is 

9  submitted  and  for  the  succeeding  fiscal  year — 

10  "(i)    with    rules    and    regulations    of    such 

11  agency  in  effect  on  the  date  on  which  the  report 

12  is  submitted; 

13  "(ii)   with    rules    and   regulations   of    such 

14  agency  which  are  to  be  issued,  or  are  expected  to 

15  be  issued,  after  the  date  on  which  the  report  is 

16  submitted;  and 

17  "(iii)  with  all  rules  and  regulations  of  such 

18  agency  as  specified  in  clauses  (i)  and  Oi)« 

19  "(3)  The  report  required  by  this  subsection  shall  contain 

20  an  allocation  of  the  costs  of  compliance  specified  in  such 

21  report  pursuant  to  paragraph  (2)  among  the  major  functional 

22  categories  used  in  the  most  recently  agreed  to  concurrent 

23  resolution  on  the  budget  for  the  fiscal  year  in  which  the 

24  report  is  submitted. 
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1  "(b)  The  Director  of  the  Office  of  Management  and 

2  Budget  shall  compile  the  reports  submitted  by  agencies  under 

3  subsection  (a)  and  shall  submit  such  reports  to  the  President. 

4  "bboulatoby  budget  becobcmendations 

5  "Sec.  1104.  (a)  Except  as  provided  in  subsection  flb), 

6  the  Budget  transmitted  pursuant  to  section  201(a)  of  the 

7  Btidget  and  Accounting  Act,  1921,  for  each  fiscal  year  shall 

8  include  a  regulatory  budget  for  each  agency  which  shall  con- 

9  tain  recommendations  for  the  maximum  costs  of  compliance 

10  with  all  rules  and  regulations  of  each  agency  during  the  fiscal 

1 1  year  for  which  the  Budget  is  submitted.  If  the  proposed  regu- 

12  latory  budget  for  any  agency  is  less  than  the  estimated  total 

13  costs  of  compliance  determined  by  the  agency  head  under 

14  section  1103(a)(2)(B),  the  Budget  message  shall  recommend 

15  specific  actions  which  may  be  taken  during  such  fiscal  year  to 

16  reduce  the  costs  of  compliance. 

17  "(b)  The  regulatory  budget  required  under  subsection  (a) 

18  for  each  of  the  first  two  fiscal  years  to  which  this  title  applies 

19  shall  only  contain  recommendations  for  the  maximum  costs  of 

20  compliance  during  each  such  fiscal  year  with  all  rules  and 

21  regulations  which  each  agency  expects  to  issue  during  each 

22  such  fiscal  year.  If  the  proposed  regulatoty  budget  for  rules 

23  and  regulations  expected  to  be  issued  by  any  agency  in  any 

24  such  fiscal  year  is  less  than  the  estimated  costs  of  compliance 

25  determined      by      the      agency*    head  '   under      section 
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1  1103(aK2)(BKii),  the  Budget  message  shall  recommend  spe- 

2  cific  actions  which  may  be  taken  during  such  fiscal  year  to 

3  reduce  such  costs  of  compliance. 

4  "(c)  Each  regulatory  budget  for  an  agency  required 

5  under  subsection  (a)  for  a  fiscal  year  shall  contain  an  alloca- 

6  tion  of  the  costs  of  compliance  with  the  rules  or  regulations  of 

7  the  agency  among — 

8  "(1)  the  major  functional  categories  used  in  the 

9  Budget  transmitted  for  such  fiscal  year  pursuant  to 

10  section  201(a)  of  the  Budget  and  Accounting  Act, 

11  1921;  and 

12  ''(2)  the  committees  of  the  Senate  and  the  House 

13  of  Representatives  having  legislative  jurisdiction  over 

14  the  programs  and  activities  of  the  agency. 

15  ''(d)  The  President  shall  submit  with  the  regulatory 

16  budget  required  by  this  section  for  each  agency  for  each  fiscal 

17  year  a  copy  of  the  report  submitted  by  the  agency  under 

18  section  1103(a)  by  November  10  of  the  fiscal  year  preceding 

19  such  fiscal  year. 

20  "bboulatoby  budobt 

21  "Sbc.  1105.  (aKl)  The  concurrent  resolution  on  the 

22  budget  referred  to  in  section  301(a)  for  a  fiscal  year  shall 

23  include  a  separate  section  containing  a  regulatory  budget 

24  which,  except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (2),  establishes  the 

25  maximum  costs  of  compliance  with  all  rules  and  regulations 
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1  of  all  agencies  which  will  be  in  effect  during  such  fiscal  year. 

2  In  developing  such  regulatory  budget,  the  Congress  shall  uti- 

3  lize  the  reports  submitted  by  the  head  of  each  agency  pursu- 

4  ant  to  section  1103(a)  and  the  recommendations  submitted  by 

5  the  President  pursuant  to  section  1104. 

6  "(2)  The  regulatory  budget  included  pursuant  to  para- 

7  graph  (1)  in  the  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget  referred 

8  to  in  section  301(a)  for  each  of  the  first  two  fiscal  years  to 

9  which  this  title  applies  shall  only  set  the  ma,ximum  costs  of 

10  compliance  during  each  such  fiscal  year  with  all  rules  and 

11  regulations  which  each  agency  expects  to  issue  during  each 

12  such  fiscal  year. 

13  ''(3)  Each  regulatory  budget  required  under  paragraph 

14  (1)  for  a  fiscal  year  shall  contain  an  allocation  of  the  costs  of 

15  compliance  with  all  rules  or  regulations  of  all  agencies  which 

16  will  be  in  effect  during  a  fiscal  year  among — 

17  ''(A)  the  major  functional  categories  used  in  the 

18  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget  in  which  such  reg- 

19  ulatory  budget  is  included;  and 

20  ''(B)  the  committees  of  the  Senate  and  the  House 

21  of  Representatives  having  legislative  jurisdiction  over 

22  the  programs  and  activities  of  the  agency. 

23  "(b)  On  or  before  March  15  of  each  year,  each  standing 

24  committee  of  the  House  of  Representatives  shall  submit  to 

25  the  Committee  on  the  Budget  of  the  House,  each  standing 
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1  committee  of  the  Senate  (and  each  other  committee  of  the 

2  Senate  which  has  legislative  jurisdiction)  shall  submit  to  the 

3  Committee  on  the  Budget  of  the  Senate,  and  the  Joint  Eco- 

4  nomic  Committee  and  Joint  Committee  on  Internal  Revenue 

5  Taxation  shall  submit  to  the  Committees  on  the  Budget  of 

6  both  Houses  its  views  and  estimates  with  respect  to  the  es- 

7  tablishment  of  the  maximum  costs  of  compliance  with  rules 

8  and  regulations  which  relate  to  matters  within  the  respective 

9  jurisdiction  or  function  of  such  committee  or  joint  committee. 

10  "(c)  The  report  accompanying  the  concurrent  resolution 

11  on  the  budget  in  which  a  regulatory  budget  is  included  shaU 

12  contain  an  allocation  of  the  costs  of  compliance  for  each 

13  major  functional  category  specified  in  such  regulatory  budget 

14  among  each  agency  which  administers  activities  within  each 

15  such  category. 

16  "BEPOBTS  and  SUMMABIES  of  CONOBB88IONAL  ACTION 

17  "Sbc.  1106.  (a)  Whenever  a  committee  of  either  House 

18  reports  a  bill  or  resolution  to  its  House,  the  report  accompar 

19  nying  that  bill  or  resolution  shall  contain  a  statement,  pre- 

20  pared  after  consultation  with  the  Director,  which  contains  an 

21  estimate,  for  the  fiscal  year  in  which  such  bill  or  resolution  is 

22  to  be  effective  and  each  of  the  four  succeeding  fiscal  yean,  ci 

23  the  costs  of  compliance  with  the  rules  or  regulations  required 

24  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  such  bill  or  resolution. 
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1  "(b)  The  Director  shall  issue  periodic  reports  detailing 

2  and  tabulating  the  progress  of  congressional  action  on  bills 

3  and  resolutions  which  will  create  costs  of  compliance  as  a 

4  result  of  rules  or  regulations  required  to  carry  out  the  provi- 

5  sions  of  such  bill  or  resolution.  Such  report  shall  include — 

6  ''(1)  an  up-to-date  tabulation  of  the  costs  of  com- 

7  pliance  with  rules  or  regulations  required  to  carry  out 

8  the  provisions  of  each  such  bill  or  resolution  on  which 

9  Congress  has  completed  action; 

10  ''(2)  an  up-to-date  status  report  on  all  bills  and 

11  resolutions  which  would  create  such  costs  of  compli- 

12  ance;  and 

13  "(3)  an  up-to-date  comparison  of  the  maximum 

14  costs   of  compliance  established  pursuant  to  section 

15  1105  with  the  costs  of  compliance — 

16  ''(A)  with  rules  or  regulations  in  effect  on 

17  the  date  of  such  report;  and 

18  "(B)  with  rules  or  regulations  required  to 

19  carry  out  the  provisions  of  bills  or  resolutions  on 

20  which  Congress  has  completed  action. 

21  "(c)  The  estimate  of  costs  of  compliance  required  by 

22  subsection  (a),  the  tabulation  of  the  costs  of  compliance  re- 

23  quired  by  paragraph  (1)  of  subsection  (b),  and  the  comparison 

24  of  the  costs  of  compliance  required  under  paragraph  (3)  of 
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1  such  subsection  shall  include  an  allocation  of  such  costs  of 

2  compliance  among — 

3  "(1)  the  agencies  who  will  issue  the  rules  or  regu- 

4  lations  from  which  such  costs  of  compliance  will  result; 

5  "(2)  the  major  functional  categories  used  in  the 

6  concurrent  resolution   on   the   budget  most   recently 

7  agreed  to  under  title  III;  and 

8  "(3)  in  the  case  of  a  tabulation  required  under 

9  paragraph  (1)  of  subsection  (b)  or  a  comparison  re- 

10  quired  under  paragraph  (3)  of  such  subsection,   the 

11  committees  of  the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Bepre- 

12  sentatives  having  legislative  jurisdiction  over  the  bill  or 

13  resolution  for  which  such  tabulation  or  comparison,  as 

14  the  case  may  be,  is  made. 

15  ''new  legislation  ICUST  BE  WITHIN  BBOULATOBT 

16  BUDGET 

17  "Sec.   1107.  (a)  After  the  Congress  has  completed 

18  action  on  the  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget  referred  to 

19  in  section  301(a)  for  a  fiscal  year,  it  shall  not  be  in  order  in 

20  either  the  House  of  Representatives  or  the  Senate  to  consider 

21  any  bill,  resolution,  or  amendment  which  would  result  in  ad- 

22  ditional  costs  of  complii^ice  in  such  fiscal  year,  or  any  confer- 

23  ence  report  on  such  bill  or  resolution,  if — 

24  "(1)  the  enactment  of  such  bill  or  resolution  as  re- 

25  ported; 
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1  ''(2)  the  adoption  aad  enactment  of  such  amend- 

2  ment;  or 

3  ''(3)  the  enactment  of  such  bill  or  resolution  in  the 

4  form  recommended  in  such  conference  report; 

5  would  cause  the  tofal  costs  of  compliance  for  such  fiscal  year 

6  to  exceed  the  maximum  costs  of  compliance  established  in  the 

7  regulatory  budget  for  such  fiscal  year  included  in  such  con- 

8  current  resolution  on  the  budget. 

9  "(b)  For  purposes  of  subsection  (a),  the  costs  of  compli- 

10  ance  during  a  fiscal  year  shall  be  determined  on  the  basis  of 

11  estimates  made  by  the  Committee  on  the  Budget  of  the 

12  House  of  Representatives  or  the  Senate,  as  the  case  may  be. 

13  "(cKl)  The  committee  of  the  Senate  which  reports  any 

14  bill  or  resolution  may,  at  or  after  the  time  it  reports  such  bill 

15  or  resolution,  report  a  resolution  to  the  Senate  (A)  providing 

16  for  the  waiver  of  subsection  (a)  with  respect  to  such  bill  or 

17  resolution,  and  (B)  stating  the  reasons  why  the  waiver  is  nec- 

18  essary.  The  resolution  shall  then  be  referred  to  the  Ccmmit- 

19  tee  on  the  Budget  of  the  Senate.  The  Committee  on  the 

20  Budget  shall  report  the  resolution  to  the  Senate,  within  10 

21  days  after  the  resolution  is  referred  to  it  (not  counting  any 

22  day  on  which  the  Senate  is  not  in  session)  beginning  with  the 

23  day  foUowing  the  day  on  which  it  is  so  referred,  accompanied 

24  by  that  committee's  recommendations  and  reasons  for  such 

25  recommendations  with  respect  to  the  resolution.  If  the  corn- 
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1  mittee  does  not  report  the  resolution  within  such  lO-d&y 

2  period,  it  shall  automatically  be  discharged  from  further  con- 
,3  sideration  of  the  resolution  and  the  resolution  shaD  be  placed 

4  on  the  calendar. 

5  "(2)  During  the  consideration  of  any  such  resolution, 

6  debate  shall  be  limited  to  one  hour,  to  be  equally  divided 

7  between,  and  controUed  by,  the  majority  leader  and  the  mi- 

8  nority  leader  or  their  designees,  and  the  time  on  any  debat- 

9  able  motion  or  appeal  shall  be  limited  to  20  minutes,  to  be 

10  equally  divided  between,  and  controlled  by,  the  mover  and 

11  the  manager  of  the  resolution.  In  the  event  the  manager  ci 

12  the  resolution  is  in  favor  of  any  such  motion  or  appeal,  the 

13  time  in  opposition  thereto  shall  be  controlled  by  the  minority 

14  leader  or  his  designee.  Such  leaders,  or  either  of  them,  may, 

15  from  the  time  under  their  control  on  the  passage  id  such  reso- 

16  lution,  allot  additional  time  to  any  Senator  during  the  consid- 

17  eration  of  any  debatable  motion  or  appeal.  No  amendment  to 

18  the  resolution  is  in  order. 

19  "(3)  If,  after  the  Committee  on  the  Budget  has  reported 

20  (or  been  discharged  from  further  consideration  (rf)  the  resohi- 

21  tion,  the  Senate  agrees  to  the  resolution,  then  subsection  (lO 

22  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  with  respect  to  diat  bOl  or 

23  resolution  referred  to  in  the  resolution. 

24  "definitions 

25  "Sec.  1 108.  For  purposes  of  this  title- 
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1  "(1)  the  term  'agency'  has  the  meaning  given  to  it 

2  by  section  551(1)  of  title  5,  United  States  Code; 

3  ''(2)  the  term  'Comptroller  General'  means  the 

4  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States; 

5  "(3)  the  term  'costs  of  comphance'  means,  with 

6  respect  to  an  agency,  the  costs  imposed  upon  the  non- 
.  7  Federal  sector  as  a  result  of  compliance  with  rules  or 

8  regulations    promulgated   by   that   agency,    including 

9  wages,  salaries,  benefits,  capital  costs,  rents,  interest, 

10  State  and  local  taxes,  and  costs  due  to  data  coUection 

11  and    recordkeeping,    preparation    and    submission    of 

12  forms,  data,  and  reports,  purchase  of  necessary  equip- 

13  ment,  management  time,  traming,  and  changes  in  the 

14  quality  or  mixture  of  raw  materials  or  output,  except 

15  that  such  term  does  not  include  normal  business  or  rec- 

16  ordkeeping  costs  which  would  exist  in  the  absence  of 

17  such  rules  or  regulations; 

18  '^(4)  the  term  ^Director'  means  the  Director  of  the 

19  Congressional  Budget  Office; 

20  "(5)  the  term  'non-Federal  sector'  means  an  indi- 

21  vidual,  partnership,  association,  corporation,  busines3 

22  trust  or  legal  representative  thereof,  organized  group  of 

23  individuals,  labor  organization.  State  or  territorial  gov- 

24  emment  or  branch  thereof,  or  political  subdivision  of  a 

25  State  or  territory  or  a  branch  thereof;  and 
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1  ''(6)  the  term  'rule  or  regulation'  has  the  meaning 

2  given  to  the  term  'rule'  by  section  551(4)  of  title  5, 

3  United  States  Code. 

4  "bfpbctivb  date 

5  ''Sec.  1109.  The  provisions  of  this  title  shall  take  effect 

6  on  the  date  of  its  enactment,  except  that  the  provisions  of 

7  sections  1103  through  1107  shall  apply  only  with  respect  to 

8  the  first  fiscal  year  beginning  at  least  eighteen  months  after 

9  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  title,  and  succeeding  fiscal 

10  years.". 

11  0))  The  table  of  contents  in  section  (l)(b)  of  such  Act  is 

12  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  foUowing  new 

13  items: 

TITLE  XI— REGULATORY  BUDGET  PROCEDURE 

"Sec.  1101.  Statement  of  findings  and  purpose. 

"Sec.  1 102.  Development  of  regulatory  costs  analysis  procedures. 

"Sec.  1103.  Regulatory  cost  compliance  reports. 

"Sec.  1104.  Regulatory  budget  recommendations. 

"Sec.  1105.  Regulatory  budget. 

"Sec.  1106.  Reports  and  simunaries  of  congressional  action. 

"Sec.  1107.  New  legislation  must  be  within  regulatory  budget. 

"Sec.  1108.  Definitions. 

"Sec.  1109.  Effective  date.". 

14  SUBMISSION  OF  PRESIDENT'S  BUDGET 

15  Sec.  20.  Section  1105(a)  of  title  31,  United  States 

16  Code,  is  amended — 

17  (1)    by    striking    out    "referred    to    in    section 

18  301(a)(lM5)"  in  paragraph  (15)  and  inserting  in  lieu 

19  thereof  "referred  to  in  section  301(aKl)-(7)"; 
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1  (2)  by  striking  out  "(2  U.S.C.  632(a)(lM5))."  in 

2  such  paragraph  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "(2  U.S.C. 

3  632(a)(l)-(7)).";  and 

4  (3)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 

5  paragraph: 

6  ''(25)  all  essential  facts  regarding  direct  lending 

7  by  the  Government,  and  guarantees  by  the  Govem- 

8  ment  of  the  repayment  of  indebtedness  incurred  by  an- 

9  other  person  or  government.". 

10  APPLICABILITY 

11  Sec.  21.  The  provisions  of  this  Act,  and  the  amend- 

12  ments  and  repeals  made  by  this  Act,  shall  apply  with  fiscal 

13  years  beginning  after  September  30,  1983,  except  that  the 

14  provisions  of  the  Regulatory  Budget  Act  of  1982,  as  added 

15  by  section  19  of  this  Act,  shall  be  effective  in  accordance 

16  with  section  1109  of  such  Act. 
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SECnON-BY-SECnON  ANALYSIS  OF  S.  2921 

SfecTior.  301A  (Key  Section):  Outlay  Shall  «ot  Ijkc— d  1— nnM 
'&,^.l'j   Mandates  that  Budget  teaolutioD  afaall  be  halanc*d. 

(2 J   Establishes  points  of  order  agaJnit  Icsolutlon  or  floor 
aaendaents  thereto  lihich  would  cause  ontlajs  ro  rrrtifftil 
revenues. 
(k)LliBits  Revenues  as  percent  of  CMP;  establlahea  poiars  of  ordar 

to  enforce  liait. 
(c;(l)  Requires  outlays,  revenues  and  GBP  to  be  eatiaatad  by  the 
Congressional  Budget  Office. 
(2)  Excludes  tcaporary  tax  surcharge  froa  inclusloo  la  ii  Miiiimii 
per  CHP, 
(d)Provisions  for  balance  and  revenues  per  GKP  do  not  apply  in  cl 

of  war  or  U.  S.  troops  engaged  in  coabat. 
(e)(1)  Allows  waiver  of  Balanced  Budget  in  tiae  of  recession  by 
aajority  roll  call  vote. 
(2)  Requires  a  surplus  to  pay  back  any  recession-based  deficits. 
plus  interest  In  two  years  following. 
(f)Eliaination  or  Repaynent  of  "Unanttclpated  Deficit". 

(1)  If  aid-year  re-estiaates  show  imantldpated  deficit,  a 
revised  Budget  Resolution  with  a  Deficit  ftsductlon  Bill  la 
required . 

(2)  To  the  exten4  deficit  cannot  be  ellainated  in  current  yeer. 
the  next  year's  budget  resolution  aust  contain  a  provlsloii 
to  instruct  Finance  and  Hays  and  Means  to  report  teaporary 
tax  increases  sufficient  to  pay  off  debt;  theae  would  not  be 
included  in  peraanent  tax  base. 

Section  301  B  (Itew  Section)  Prohibits  Off -Budget  Spending;  all  spending  a 
revenues,  including  outlays  for  credit  activities  or  other  activities 
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presently  placed  "off  budget*'  shall  be  included  in  Budget  Resolution 
estimates  (another  section  of  the  bill  makes  this  apply  to  the 
President's  Budget  request). 

Section  302(b)  Committee  Allocations:  Adds  enforcement 

(l)Appropriations  Subcomnittee  allocations  further  divided 

between  regular  and  supplemental  bills. 
(2)CrediC  totals  allocated  by  Subcommittees. 

Section  303(b)  it   Stricken t  eliminates  out*year  loophole  for  spending 
or  revenues,  so  they  cannot  "leap-frog"  budget  resolution. 

Section  304;  Revisions;  allows  revisions  of  the  binding  First  Budget 
Resolution,  including  revisions  to  or  inclusion  of  a  Deficit 
Reduction  Bill. 

Section  310(a):  Enforcement 

-  Makes  First  Budget  Resolution  totals  binding. 

-  Makes  Cooomittee  allocations  binding. 

-  For  Appropriations  Committee,  makes  subcommittee  allocations 
binding,  including  the  separate  allocation  for  regular  and 
supplemental  bills. 

-  Provides  points  of  order  against  any  bill,  or  any  amendnent 

to  a  bill,  which  %#ould  cause  the  above  ceilings  to  be  breached. 

Section  405.  Credit  activities  must  be  subject  to  appropriations. 

Section  605.  Current  Services  Budget:  conform  to  definition  of  current 
law  levels  of  spending  and  revenues. 
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Section  904(b).  Sections  aandetlng  «  belcnced  budget,  liaitation 

on  revenues  per  GNP.  prohibition  of  off -budget  spending  end  poincs 
of  order  ere  excluded  from  the  provision  allowing  the  Act  to  be 
waived  by  e  nejority  of  nea^ers  present  and  voting. 

Title  XI:  Creates  a  regulatory  budget  procedure  that  is  parallel  to 
the  spending  budget  process. 

Budget  and  Accounting  Act  of  1921;  President's  budget  to  conform  to 
the  above  amendments  to  the  Congressional  Budget  Act: 
(1) Include  Credit  Budget. 
(2)0utlays  not  exceed  revenues. 
(3) Revenues  not  exceed  percent  6MP. 
(4) Seek  waiver  from  Congre-s  for  national  economic  emergency, 

such  as  recession. 
(5)Prohibit  off -budget  spending. 
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UAC 

WASNINaTOMl  Ou&  INIf 


October  8,  1982 


The  Honorable  Lawton  Chiles 
United  States  Senate 
<»37  Russell  Senate  Office  Building 
Washington,  O.  C.  20310 

Dear  Senator  Chiles: 

The  purpose  of  this  letter  is  to  provide  comments  on  S.  2921,  the 
Balanced  Budget  Enforcement  Act  of  1982.  The  provisions  of  this  bill  would 
substantially  strengthen  the  Congressional  budget  process  and  should 
enhance  the  ability  of  the  Congress  to  control  the  federal  budget.  The 
proposed  act  formally  adopts  a  number  of  changes  that  have  evolved  over 
the  seven  year  history  of  the  Congressional  budget  process,  it  establishes 
procedures  for  implementing  a  balanced  budget  and  it  extends  budgetary 
controls  to  federal  intervention  by  regulation. 

The  Congressional  Budget  Office  has  previously  testified  in  support  of 
a  number  of  ideas  incorporated  in  S.  2921.  The  bill  addresses  the  timing 
problems  presented  by  the  current  schedule  by  making  the  first  budget 
resolution  binding  and  by  extending  time  available  for  a  reconciliation  bill  to 
sixty  days.  It  extends  coverage  of  the  budget  resolutions  to  federal  credit 
and  it  brings  off-budget  spending  on-budget,  making  all  federal  spending  and 
lending  subject  to  budgetary  controls.  The  bill  also  recognizes  the  need  to 
control  the  budget  on  a  multiyear  basis  by  making  the  five-year  targets 
binding.  These  changes  would  continue  the  needed  gradual  strengthening  of 
budgetary  control  that  has  developed  over  the  past  few  years. 

The  balanced  budget  aspects  of  the  bill  present  thoughtful  solutions  to 
a  number  of  issues  raised  about  how  to  implement  a  balanced  budget 
requirement.  If  current  law  outlays  are  greater  than  current  law  revenues  a 
"^Deficit  Reduction  Bill"  containing  a  package  of  measures  to  balance  the 
budget  would  be  required  early  in  the  budget  cycle.  It  is  certainly  ri^t  to 
do  this  early.  The  bill  puts  a  limit  on  revenue  growth,  to  the  five  year 
average  growth  of  national  income,  a  smoother  target  than  the  one  year 
growth  limit  required  by  S.  3.  Res.  58  as  introduced.  The  Congress  may 
waive  the  balanced  budget  requirement  by  a  simple  majority  vote  if  there  is 
a  "national  economic  emergency",  but  if  it  does  so,  there  must  be  a  planned 
surplus  the  next  two  years  to  "pay  back"  the  deficit.  If  an  unanticipated 
recession  causes  a  deficit,  a  temporary  tax  surcharge  must  be  enacted  in  the 
next  year  to  pay  back  the  shortfall.  These  requirements  recognize  the  need 
for  flexibility,  both  to  respond  td  recessions  and  to  economic  uncertainty. 
Under  many  economic  conditions,  the  pay  back  provisions  will  do  no  harm  to 
the  economy,  but  in  a  prolonged  slump  they  might  prove  troublesome. 
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There  are  several  provisions  of  the  bill  about  which  CBO  has  sonrie 
reservations.  The  bill  strengthens  enforcement  of  the  budget  resolutions  by 
making  spending  allocations  to  authorizing  committees  and  appropriations 
subcommittees  subject  to  point  of  order.  However,  making  thie  allocations 
binding  presents  the  possibility  that  either  the  Budget  Committees^  or  the 
Appropriations  Committees'  priorities  could  be  substituted  for  functional 
priorities  voted  on  in  the  resolution.  In  addition,  the  requirement  for  a 
regulatory  budget  is  not,  in  our  view,  technically  feasible  at  this  time.  More 
experience  is  needed  in  estimating  regulatory  burdens  and  costs. 

I  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Balanced  Budget 
Enforcement  Act  of  1982.  If  we  can  be  of  further  assistance,  please  let  me 
know. 

Sincerely, 


COo,  )^.^^^ 


Alice  M.  Rivlin 
Director 
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97th  congress 
l8T  Session 


S.59 


To  amend  the  Concessional  Budget  Act  of  1974  to  terminate  certain  existing 
entitlement  authority  and  prohibit  new  entitlement  authority,  to  terminate 
certain  existing  permanent  budget  authority  and  prohibit  new  permanent 
budget  authority,  to  provide  that  new  budget  authority  can  be  available  for 
outlays  only  for  a  single  fiscal  year,  and  for  other  purposes. 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

Januabt  6  Oegislative  day,  Januaby  5),  1981 
Mr.  BiDEN  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  read  twice  and  referred  jointly 
to  the  Conunittees  on  the  Budget  and  Governmental  Affairs  pursuant  to  the 
order  of  August  4,  1977. 


A  BILL 

To  amend  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974  to  terminate 
certain  existing  entitlement  authority  and  prohibit  new  enti- 
tlement authority,  to  terminate  certain  existing  permanent 
budget  authority  and  prohibit  new  permanent  budget  au- 
thority, to  provide  that  new  budget  authority  can  be  availa- 
ble for  outlays  only  for  a  single  fiscal  year,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representor 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled^ 
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1  That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Congressional  Budget 

2  Act  Amendments  of  1981". 

3  Sec.  2.  (a)  Title  IV  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 

4  1974  (2  U.S.C.  1351-1353)  is  amended  by  striking  out  sec- 

5  tion  401  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following  new  sec- 

6  tions: 

7  "new  8PENDINO  AUTHOBITY 

8  "Sec.  401.  (a)  New  Spending  Authobity  Subject 

9  TO  Appbopbiations  Acts. — It  shall  not  be  in  order  in 

10  either  the  House  of  Brepresentatives  or  the  Senate  to  consider 

11  any  bill,   resolution,   or  amendment  which  provides   new 

12  spending  authority  unless  that  bill,  resolution,  or  amendment 

13  also  provides  that  such  new  spending  authority  is  to  be  effec- 

14  tive  for  any  fiscal  year  only  to  such  extent  or  in  such 

15  amounts  as  are  provided  in  appropriation  Acts. 

16  "(b)  Definitions. — For  purposes  of  this  section — 

17  "(1)  The  term  'new  spending  authority'  means 

18  spending  authority  not  provided  by  law  on  the  effective 

19  date  of  section  2  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act 

20  Amendments  of  1981,  including  any  increase  in  or  ad- 

21  dition  to  spending  authority  provided  by  law  on  such 

22  date. 

23  "(2)  The  term  'spending  authority'  means  authori- 

24  ty  (whether  temporary  or  permanent) — 
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1  "(A)  to  enter  into  contracts  under  which  the 

2  United  States  is  obligated  to  make  outlays,  the 

3  budget  authority  for  which  is  not  provided  in  ad- 

4  vance  by  appropriation  Acts; 

5  ''(B)  to  incur  indebtedness  (other  than  indebt- 

6  edness  incurred  under  the  Second  Liberty  Bond 

7  Act)  for  the  repayment  of  which  the  United  States 

8  is  liable,  the  budget  authority  for  which  is  not 

9  provided  in  advance  by  appropriation  Acts; 

10  ''(G)  to  make  payments  (including  loans  and 

11  grants),  the  budget  authority  for  which  is  not  pro- 

12  vided  for  in  advance  by  appropriation  Acts,  to  any 

13  person  or  government  if,  under  the  provisions  of 

14  the  law  containing  such  authority,   the   United 

15  States  is  obligated  to  make  such  payments  to  per- 

16  sons  or  governments  who  meet  the  requirements 

17  established  by  such  law; 

18  "(D)  to  insure  or  guarantee  on  behalf  of  the 

19  United  States  the  repayment  of  indebtedness  in- 

20  curred  by   another   person   or  government,   the 

21  budget  authority  for  which  is  not  provided  in  ad- 

22  vance  by  appropriation  Acts;  and 

23  "(E)  to  obligate  die  United  States  by  any 

24  other  means  to  make  outlays,  the  budget  authori- 
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1  ty  for  which  is  not  provided  in  advance  by  appro- 

2  priation  Acts. 

3  "new  PBBICANENT  BUDGBT  AUTHOBITY 

4  "Sec.  401A.  (a)  Pbohibition  of  Nbw  PBBiiANENT 

5  Budget  Authobity. — ^It  shall  not  be  in  order  in  either  the 

6  House  of  Representatives  or  the  Senate  to  consider  any  bill, 

7  resolution,  or  amendment  which  provides  new  permanent 

8  budget  authority. 

9  "(b)  Definitions. — For  purposes  of  this  section — 

10  "(1)  The  term  'new  permanent  budget  authority' 

11  means  permanent  budget  authority  not  provided  by  law 

12  on  the  effective  date  of  section  2  of  the  Congressional 

13  Budget  Act  Amendments  of  1981,  including  any  in- 

14  crease  in  or  addition  to  permanent  budget  authority 

15  provided  by  law  on  such  date. 

16  ''(2)    The    term    'permanent    budget    authority' 

17  means    budget   authority   provided   for   an   indefinite 

18  period  of  time  or  an  unspecified  number  of  fiscal  years 

19  which    does    not    require    recurring    action    by    the 

20  Congress. 

21  "new  budget  authobitt  to  be  pbovidbd  fob  sinolb 

22  FISCAL  TBAB 

23  "Sec.  401B.  It  shall  not  be  in  brder  in  either  the  House 

24  of  Bepresentatives  or  the  Senate  to  consider  any  bill,  resolu- 

25  tion,  or  amendment  which  provides  new  budget  authority 
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1  which  is  to  be  available  for'H)utlays  therefrom  during  any 

2  fiscal  year  or  Bther  period  after  the  close,  of  the  fiscal  year  for 

3  whick  such  new  budget  authority  is  provided.". 

4  (b)  The  table  of  contents  in  section  1(b)  of  the  Congres- 

5  sional  Budget  and  Impoundment  Control  Act  of  1974  is 

6  amended  by  striking  out  the  item  relating  to  section  401  and 

7  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

"Sec.  401.  New  spending  authority. 

"Sec.  401  A.  New  permanent  budget  authority. 

"Sec.  401 B.  New  budget  authority  to  be  provided  for  single  fiscal  year.". 

8  (c)  Section  303(a)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 

9  1974  (31  U.S.C.  1324(a))  is  amended— 

10  (1)  by  inserting  "or"  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (2); 

11  (2)  by  striking  out  "or"  at  the  end  of  paragraph 

12  (3);  and 

13  (3)  by  striking  out  paragraph  (4). 

14  (d)  Section  309  of  such  Act  (31  U.S.C.  1330)  is  amend- 

15  ed  to  read  as  follows: 

16  "completion  of  action  on  bills  pbovidino  new 

17  budget  authobity 

18  "Sec.  309.  Except  as  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to 

19  this  title,  not  later  than  the  seventh  day  after  Labor  Day  of 

20  each  year,  the  Congress  shall  complete  action  on  all  bills  and 

21  resolutions  providing  new  budget  authority  for  the  fiscal  year 

22  beginning  on  October  1  of  such  year,  other  than  supplemen- 

23  tal,  deficiency,  and  continuing  appropriation  bills  and  resolu- 

24  tions,  and  other  than*  the  reconciliation  bill  for  such  year,  if 
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1  required  to  be  reported  under  section  310(c).  The  preceding 

2  sentence  shall  not  apply  to  any  bill  or  resolution  if  legislation 

3  authorizing  the  enactment  of  new  budget  audiority  to  be  pro- 

4  vided  in  such  bill  or  resolution  has  not  been  timely  enacted.". 

5  (e)  Section  310(a)(1)  of  such  Act  (31  U.S.C.  ISSKaXD) 

6  is  amended — 

7  (1)  by  inserting  "and"  at  the  end  of  subparagraph 

8  (A); 

9  (2)  by  striking  out  "and"  at  the  end  of  subpara- 

10  graph  (B);  and 

11  (3)  by  striking  out  subparagraph  (C). 

12  (0  Section  311(a)  of  such  Act  (31  U.S.C.  1332(a))  is 

13  amended  by  striking  out  ",  providing  new  spending  authority 

14  described  in  subsection  401(c)(2)(C)  to  become  effective 

15  during  such  fiscal  year/'. 

16  (g)  Section  402  of  such  Act  (31   U.S.C.   1330)  ia 

17  amended — 

18  (1)  by  inserting  "or  provides  new  spending  au- 

19  thority  to  become  effective  during  a  fiscal  year"  after 

20  "for  a  fiscal  year"  in  subsection  (a);  and 

21  (2)  by  striking  out  subsections  (e)  and  (0- 

22  (h)  This  section  shall  take  effect  on  the  first  day  of  die 

23  Ninety-eighdi  Congress. 
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1  Sec.  3.  (a)  Title  VI  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 

2  1974  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 

3  new  section: 

4  "tbbbunation  of  cbbtain  spending  authority  and 

5  pebbianent  budget  authobity;  8ingle-yeab  new 

6  budget  authobity 

7  "Sec.  608.  (a)  Effective  with  respect  to  the  fiscal  year 

8  beginning  on  October  1,  1983,  and  succeeding  fiscal  years — 

9  "(1)  all  spending  authority  (as  defined  in  section 

10  401(b)(2)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974) 

11  which  is  provided  by  law  on  the  effective  date  of  sec- 

12  tion  2  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  Amendments 

13  of  1981  shall  be  effective  only  to  the  extent  that  new 

14  budget  authority  therefor  is  provided  in  appropriation 

15  Acts; 

16  "(2)  all  provisions  of  law  providing  permanent 

17  budget  authority  (as  defined  in  section  401A(b)(2)  of 

18  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974)  shall  cease  to 

19  be  effective  for  the  purpose  of  providing  such  budget 

20  authority;  and 

21  "(3)  new  budget  authority  which  is  provided  for 

22  any  fiscal  year  shall  not  be  available  for  outlays  there- 

23  from  after  the  close  of  such  fiscal  year. 

24  "(b)  Exceptions.— 
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1  ''(1)  Paragraph  (1)  of  subsection  (a)  shall  not 

2  Apply    to    spendmg    authority    described    in    section 

3  401(b)(2)(G)  provided  by  the  Social  Security  Act  on 

4  the  effective  date  of  section  2  of  the  Congressional 

5  Budget  Act  Amendments  of  1981. 

6  ''(2)  Paragraph  (2)  of  subsection  (a)  shall  not 

7  apply  to  permanent  budget  authority  (as  in  effect  on 

8  the  effective  date  of  section  2  of  the  Congressional 

9  Budget  Act  Amendments  of  1981)  for — 

10  "(A)  payments  to  or  from  a  trust  fund  estab- 

11  Ushed  by  die  Social  Security  Act,  but  only  to  the 

12  extent  provided  by  such  Act  on  such  effective 

13  date; 

14  "(B)  payments  of  interest  on  obligations  con- 

15  stituting  a  part  of  the  public  debt  of  the  United 

16  States;  or 

17  "(C)  payments  of  refunds  of  internal  revenue 

18  collections,  but  not  including  payments  to  any 

19  person  in  excess  of  his  tax  liability  under  the  in- 

20  temal  revenue  laws.". 

21  (b)  The  table  of  contents  in  section  1(b)  of  the  Congres- 

22  sional  Budget  and  Impoundment  Control  Act  of  1974  is 

23  amended  by  inserting  the  following  after  the  item  relating  to 

24  section  607: 

"Sec.  608.  TennmAtion  of  certain  ipeoding  authority  and  permanent  bodfet  authori- 
ty; single-year  new  budget  authority.". 
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1  Sec.  4.  (a)(1)  Clause  1(b)(4)  of  rule  X  of  the  Rules  of 

2  the  House  of  Representatives  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

3  "(4)  The  extent  or  amount  of  spending  authority 

4  (as  described  in  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974) 

5  that  is  to  be  effective  for  a  fiscal  year.". 

6  (2)  Clause  4(a)  of  such  rule  is  amended  by  striking  out 

7  subparagraph  (2). 

8  (b)  Paragraph  1(b)  of  rule  XXV  of  the  Standing  Rules  of 

9  the  Senate  is  amended  by  striking  out  subparagraphs  3  and  4 

10  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

11  "3.  The  extent  or  amount  of  spending  authority  de- 

12  scribed  in  section  401(b)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 

13  1974  that  is  to  be  effective  for  a  fiscal  year.". 

14  Sec.  5.  Sections  2  and  4  of  this  Act  (and  the  amend- 

15  ments  made  by  such  sections)  are  enacted  by  the  Congress — 

16  (1)  as  an  exercise  of  the  rulemaking  power  of  the 

17  House  of  Representatives  and  the  Senate,  respectively, 

18  and  as  such  they  shall  be  considered  as  part  of  the 

19  rules  of  each  House,  respectively,  or  of  that  House  to 

20  which  they  specifically  apply,  and  such  rules  shall  su- 

21  persede  other  rules  only  to  the  extent  that  they  are  in- 

22  consistent  therewith;  and 

23  (2)  with  full  recognition  of  the  constitutional  right 

24  of  either  House  to  change  such  ruleff  (so  far  as  relating 

25  to  such  House)  at  any  time,  in  the  same  manner,  and 

1  to  the  same  extent  as  in  the  case  of  any  uti  er  r,t!:   of 

2  such  House. 
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97th  congress 
18T  Session 


S.581 


To  amend  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974  to  limit  the  period  for  which  the 
enactment  of  new  budget  authority  may  be  authorized,  and  for  other 
purposes. 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

Fbbbuabt  26  Oegisladve  day,  Fbbbuabt  16),  1981 
Mr.  BiDEN  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  read  twice  and  referred 
jointly,  pursuant  to  the  order  of  August  4,  1977,  to  the  Committees  on  the 
Budget  and  Governmental  Affairs  with  instructions  that  if  one  committee 
reports,  the  other  conunittee  has  thirty  days  of  continuous  session  to  report 
or  be  discharged 


A  BILL 

To  amend  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974  to  limit  the 
period  for  which  the  enactment  of  new  budget  authority 
may  be  authorized,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Represenia' 

2  lives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Federal  Spending  Control 

4  Act  of  1981". 
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1  Sec.  2.  (a)  Title  IV  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 

2  1974  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 

3  new  sections: 

4  "limitations  on  authorizing  legislation; 

5  authorizations  required 

6  "Sec.  405.  (a)  Time  Period  Prescribed. — Except  as 

7  provided  in  subsection  (c),  it  shall  not  be  in  order  in  either  the 

8  Senate  or  the  House  of  Representatives  to  consider  any  bill 

9  or  resolution,  or  any  amendment  thereto,  which  authorizes 

10  the  enactment  of  new  budget  authority  for  a  program  for  a 

11  period  of  more  than  four  fiscal  years  or  for  an  indefinite 

12  period. 

13  "(b)  Authorization  Required. — It  shall  not  be  in 

14  order  in  either  the  Senate  or  the  House  of  Representatives  to 

15  consider  any  bill  or  resolution  or  any  amendment  thereto 

16  which  provides  new  budget  authority  for  a  program  for  any 

17  fiscal  year  beginning  after  two  years  after  the  effective  date 

18  of  this  section,  unless  the  provision  of  such  new  budget  au- 

19  thority  is  specifically  authorized  by  law. 

20  "(c)  Waiver  in  the  Senate. — If  any  committee  of 

21  the  Senate  determines  that  an  authorization  of  the  enactment 

22  of  new  budget  authority  for  a  period  in  excess  of  four  fiscal 

23  years  is  necessary  to  accomplish  the  purposes  for  which  the 

24  authorization  is  to  be  made,  the  committee  may  report  a  bill 

25  or  resolution  authorizing  the  enactment  of  new  budget  au- 
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1  thority  for  a  definite  period  in  excess  of  four  fiscal  years.  At 

2  the  same  time  or  after  the  committee  reports  such  bill  or 

3  resolution,  the  committee  shall  report  a  resolution  to  the 

4  Senate  providing  for  a  waiver  of  the  provisions  of  subsection 

5  (a)  which  limit  the  authorization  of  the  enactment  of  new 

6  budget  authority  to  a  period  not  in  excess  of  four  fiscal  years 

7  and  stating  the  reasons  why  such  a  waiver  is  necessary.  The 

8  resolution  shall  be  referred  and  considered  in  accordance  with 

9  section  407. 

10  "termination  of  certain  existing  authorizations 

11  "Sec.  406.  (a)  Limitation  on  the  Provision  of 

12  New  Budget  Authority. — Except  as  provided  in  subsec- 

13  tions  (b)  and  (c),  it  shall  not  be  in  order  in  either  the  Senate 

14  or  the  House  of  Representatives  to  consider  a  bill  or  resolu- 

15  tion  providing  new  budget  authority  for  any  fiscal  year  begin- 

16  ning  after  the  date  which  is  five  years  after  the  effective  date 

17  of  this  section  if  the  provision  of  such  budget  authority  is 

18  made  pursuant  to  a  law,  in  effect  on  the  effective  date  of  this 

19  section,  authorizing  the  enactment  of  new  budget  authority 

20  for  a  period  of  more  than  four  fiscal  years  or  for  an  indefinite 

21  period. 

22  ''(b)  Exceptions.— Subsection  (a)  shall  not  apply  to 

23  the  provision  of  new  budget  authority  for — 

24  "(1)  payments  to  or  from  a  trust  fund  established 

25  by  the  Social  Security  Act; 
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1  "(2)  payments  of  interest  on  obligations  constitut- 

2  ing  a  part  of  the  public  debt  of  the  United  States;  or 

3  ''(3)  payments  of  refunds  of  internal  revenue  col- 

4  lections,  but  subsection  (a)  shall  apply  to  payments  to 

5  any  person  in  excess  of  his  tax  liabUity  under  the  inter- 

6  nal  revenue  laws. 

7  "(c)  Waiver  in  the  Senate. — If  the  Committee  on 

8  Appropriations  of  the  Senate  determines  that  subsection  (a) 

9  should  not  apply  to  a  bill  or  resolution  providing  new  budget 

10  authority  for  a  particular  program,  the  committee  shall  report 

11  a  resolution  to  the  Senate  providing  for  a  waiver  of  such 

12  subsection  with  respect  to  the  consideration  of  such  bill  or 

13  resolution  and  stating  the  reasons  why  the  waiver  is  neces- 

14  sary.  The  resolution  shall  be  referred  and  considered  in  ac- 

15  cordance  with  section  407. 

16  "PEOCEDUBES  FOB  THE  CONSIDEBATION  OP  WAIVBB 

17  BB80LUTION8  IN  THE  SENATE 

18  "Sec.  407.  (a)  Refebbal  and  Dischaboe.— Any 

19  resolution  reported  under  section  405(c)  or  406(c)  shall  be 

20  jointly  referred  to  the  Committees  on  Appropriations  and  the 

21  Budget  of  the  Senate.  Each  such  committee  shall  report  such 

22  resolution  to  the  Senate  within  ten  days  after  the  resolution 

23  is  ref^red  to  it  (not  counting  any  day  on  which  the  Senate  is 

24  not  in  session)  beginning  with  the  day  following  the  day  on 

25  which  it  is  so  referred,  accompanied  bj^  that  committee's  rec- 
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1  ommendations  and  reasons  for  such  recommendations  with 

2  respect  to  the  resolution.  If  either  committee  does  not  report 

3  the  resolution  within  such  ten-day  period,  it  shall  automati- 

4  cally  be  discharged  from  further  consideration  of  the  resolu- 

5  tion  and  the  resolution  shall  be  placed  on  the  calendar. 

6  "(b)  CoNSiDBBATiON  OP  RESOLUTION. — During  the 

7  consideration  of  any  such  resolution,  debate  shall  be  limited 

8  to  one  hour,  to  be  equally  divided  between,  and  controlled  by, 

9  the  majority  leader  and  minority  leader  or  their  designees, 

10  and  the  time  on  any  debatable  motion  or  appeal  shall  be  lim- 

11  ited  to  twenty  minutes,  to  be  equally  divided  between,  and 

12  controlled  by,  the  mover  and  the  manager  of  the  resolution. 

13  In  the  event  the  manager  of  the  resolution  is  in  favor  of  any 

14  such  motion  or  appeal,  the  time  in  opposition  thereto  shall  be 

15  controlled  by  the  minority  leader  or  his  designee.  Such  lead- 

16  ers,  or  either  of  them,  may,  from  the  time  under  their  control 

17  on  the  passage  of  such  resolution,  allot  additional  time  to  any 

18  Senator  diuing  the  consideration  of  such  debatable  motion  or 

19  appeal.  No  amendment  to  the  resolution  is  in  order. 

20  "(c)  Effect  of  Adoption  of  Resolution. — If,  after 

21  both  committees  have  reported  (or  have  been  discharged  from 

22  further  consideration  oQ  a  resolution  waiving  the  application 

23  of  section  405(a)  or  406(a)  with  respect  to  the  consideration 

24  of  a  bill  or  resolution,  the  Senate  agrees  to  the  resolution  by 

25  a  rollcall  vote,  section  405(a)  or  406(a),  as  the  case  may  be. 
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1  shall  not  apply  with  respect  to  the  consideration  of  the  bill  or 

2  resolution  to  which  the  resolution  so  agreed  to  applies. 

3  "(d)  OvBESiOHT  Plan  Requibed. — Whenever  any  bill 

4  or  resolution  is  reported  by  a  committee  under  the  provisions 

5  of  section  405(a),  or  a  resolution  is  reported  by  the  Commit- 

6  tee  on  Appropriations  under  the  provisions  of  section  406(c), 

7  the  report  accompanying  such  bill  or  resolution  shall  contain 

8  a  plan  for  oversight  hearings  by  the  committee  to  determine 

9  progress  being  made  toward  the  intended  objectives  of  the 

10  program  with  which  the  bill  or  resolution  is  concerned.". 

11  (b)  The  table  of  contents  in  section  1(b)  of  the  Congres- 

12  sional  Budget  Act  of  1974  is  amended  by  inserting  after  the 

13  item  relating  to  section  404  the  following  new  items: 

"Sec.  405.  Limitations  on  authorizing  legislation;  authorizations  required. 

"Sec.  406.  Termination  of  certain  existing  authority. 

"Sec.  407.  Procedures  for  the  consideration  of  waiver  resolutions  in  the  Senate.". 

14  EFFBCTIVB  DATE 

15  Sec.  3.  This  Act  and  the  amendments  made  by  this  Act 

16  shall  take  effect  on  the  first  day  of  the  first  regular  session  of 

17  the  Congress  which  begins  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 

18  this  Act. 
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97th  congress 
18T  Session 


S.582 


To  amend  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974  to  require  authorizing  legislation 
for  tax  expenditures,  and  for  other  purposes. 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

February  26  (legislative  day,  February  16),  1981 
Mr.  BiDEN  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  read  twice  and  referred  jointly 
pursuant  to  the  order  of  August  4,  1977,  to  the  Committees  on  the  Budget 
and  Governmental  Affairs  with  instructions  that  if  one  committee  reports,  the 
other  committee  has  thirty  days  of  continuous  session  to  report  or  be 
discharged 


A  BILL 

To  amend  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974  to  require 
authorizing  legislation  for  tax  expenditures,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tit)€s  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Tax  Expenditure  Control 

4  Act  of  1981". 

5  Sec.  2.  Title  IV  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 

6  1974  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereol  the  following 

7  new  section: 
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1  "authorizing  legislation  fob  tax  expenditures 

2  *'Sec.  405.  (a)  Authorization  Requirement. — It 

3  shall  not  be  in  order  in  either  the  House  of  Representatives 

4  or  the  Senate  to  consider  any  bill  or  resolution,  or  any 

5  amendment  to  a  bill  or  resolution,  which,  directly  or  indi- 

6  rectly,  enacts  new  tax  expenditures  unless  such  enactment  is 

7  authorized  by  law. 

8  **(b)  Required  Reporting  Date. — It  shall  not  be  in 

9  order  in  either  the  House  of  Representatives  or  the  Senate  to 

10  consider  any  bill  or  resolution  which,  directly  or  indirectly, 

1 1  authorizes  the  enactment  of  new  tax  expenditures  to  become 

12  effective  during  a  fiscal  year — 

13  ''(1)  unless  that  bill  or  resolution  is  reported  in 

14  the  House  or  the  Senate,  as  the  case  may  be,  on  or 

15  before  May  15  preceding  the  beginning  of  such  fiscal 

16  year,  and 

17  ''(2)  if  that  bill  or  resolution  authorizes  the  enact- 

18  ment  of  new  tax  expenditures  to  be  effective  during  a 

19  period  exceeding  10  consecutive  calendar  years. 

20  '*(c)  Reference. — A  bill  or  resolution  authorizing  the 

21  enactment  of  new  tax  expenditures  shall  be  referred  to  the 

22  committee  of  the  House  of  Representatives  or  the  Senate,  as 

23  the  case  may  be,  which  has  jurisdiction  over  the  activity 

24  which  such  new  tax  expenditure  is  intended  to  affect. 
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1  "(d)  Waivbe  in  the  Senate. — The  provisions  of  sec- 

2  tion  402(c)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974  shall 

3  apply  to  any  bill  or  resolution  reported  under  section  405  of 

4  this  Act. 

5  "(e)  New  Tax  Expenditures. — For  purposes  of  this 

6  section,  the  term  'new  tax  expenditures'  means  the  enact- 

7  ment  of  a  tax  expenditure  or  the  increase  of  an  existing  tax 

8  expenditure.". 

9  Sec.  3.  (a)  The  amendment  made  by  section  2  of  this 

10  Act  shall  take  effect  on  the  first  day  of  the  first  regular  ses- 

11  sion  of  the  Ninety-eighth  Congress.  Any  tax  expenditure 

12  enacted  before  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act  shall  be 

13  repealed  on  the  earlier  of — 

14  (1)  the  termination  date  of  such  tax  expenditure, 

15  or 

16  (2)  December  31,  1992. 

17  (b)  The  provisions  of  section  904  of  the  Congressional 

18  Budget  Act  of  1974  shall  apply  to  section  405  of  that  Act  as 

19  added  by  section  2  of  this  Act. 
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97th  congress 
18T  Session 


S.265 


To  amend  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974  to  establish  procedures  for 
setting  targets  and  ceilings,  in  the  congressional  budget  process,  for  loans 
and  loan  guarantees  under  Federal  credit  programs. 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

Januabt  27  (legislative  day,  January  5),  1981 
Mr.  Percy  (for  himself,  Mr.  Helms,  and  Mr.  Hatfield)  introduced  the  following 
bill;  which  was  read  twice  and  referred  jointly,  pursuant  to  the  order  of 
August  4,  1977,  to  the  Committees  on  the  Budget  and  Oovemmental  Affairs 
with  instructions  that  if  one  committee  reports  the  other  committee  has 
thirty  days  of  continuous  session  to  report  or  be  discharged 


A  BILL 

To  amend  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  1974  to  establish 
procedures  for  setting  targets  and  ceilings,  in  the  congres- 
sional budget  process,  for  loans  and  loan  guarantees  under 
Federal  credit  programs. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Federal  Lending  Program 

4  Control  Act  of  1981". 

5  Sec.  2.  (a)  The  Congress  finds  and  declares  that — 
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1  (1)  Federal  loans  and  loan  guarantees  are  beoom- 

2  ing  an  increasingly  important  means  of  providiiig  Oov- 

3  emment  services  widi  the  total  volmne  of  direct  loans 

4  and  guaranteed  obligations  outstanding  in  1980  being 

5  58  per  centum  and  53  per  centum  higher,  respectively^ 

6  than  in  1976; 

7  (2)  the  total  volume  of  credit  in  the  economy  is 

8  finite  and  limited  by  the  supply  of  savings,  level  of  in- 

9  terest  rates,  and  Federal  monetary  policy; 

10  (3)  Federal  credit  programs  are  not  costless  to  the 

11  economy,  as  they  allocate  credit  to  groups  and  individ- 

12  uals  who  would  otherwise  find  credit  difficult  to  obtain; 

13  (4)  while  plans  for  direct  and  guaranteed  loans 

14  under  individual  Federal  credit  programs  are  reviewed 

15  each  year,  there  is  no  systematic  mechanism  in  either 

16  the  Congress  or  the  executive  branch  for  revieviong  the 

17  volume  of  total  Federal  credit  activity,  and  therefor  no 

18  systematic  way  of  considering  the  resource  allocation 

19  effects  of  Federal  loans  and  loan  guarantees  or  the  rea- 

20  sonableness  of  the  total  volume;  and 

21  (5)  if  the  Federal  Government  is  to  allocate  its 

22  credit  resources  efficiently  and  coordinate  that  alloca- 

23  tion  with  its  fiscal  policy  and  direct  expenditures,  it 

24  must  exercise  control  over  Federal  credit  activities  as 

25  it  does  over  direct  spending  activities. 
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1  (b)  It  is  therefore  declared  to  be  the  policy  of  the  Con- 

2  gress  and  the  purpose  of  this  Act  to  provide  a  statutory  basis 

3  for  a  Federal  credit  program  control  system  by  establishing 

4  procedures  within  the  congressional  budget  process  to  set 

5  targets  and  ceilings  for  the  gross  amount  of  direct  loans 

6  which  the  Federal  Government  may  make,  and  the  gross 

7  amount  of  loan  guarantees  which  the  Federal  Government 

8  may  enter  into,  during  each  fiscal  year. 

9  Sec.  3.  (a)  Section  202(a)  of  the  Congressional  Budget 

10  Act  of  1974  is  amended  by  striking  out  ''and  (3)"  and  insert- 

11  ing  in  lieu  thereof  "(3)  information  with  respect  to  direct 

12  loans  and  guarantees  of  loan  principal,  and  (4)''. 

13  (b)  Section  202(0  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out 

14  "and  (B)"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "(B)  the  levels  of 

15  direct  loans  and  guarantees  of  loan  principal,  and  (C)''. 

16  Sec.  4.  (a)  Section  301(a)  of  the  Congressional  Budget 

17  Act  of  1974  is  amended — 

18  (1)  by  redesignating  paragraphs  (6)  and  (7)  as 

19  paragraphs  (8)  and  (9),  respectively;  and 

20  (2)  by  inserting  after  paragraph  (5)  the  following 

21  new  paragraphs: 

22  "(6)  the  appropriate  level  of  total  gross  obliga- 

23  tions  for  the  principal  amount  of  direct  loans  and  the 

24  appropriate  level  of  total  commitments  to  guarantee 

25  loan  principal; 
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1  "(7)  an  estimate  of  gross-  obligations  for  the  prin- 

2  cipal  amount  of  direct  loans  and  an  estimate  of  com- 

3  mitments  to  guarantee  loan  principal  for  each  major 

4  functional  category,  based  on  allocations  of  the  appro- 

5  priate  level  of  total  gross  obligations  for  the  principal 

6  amount  of  direct  loans  and  the  appropriate  level  of 

7  total  commitments  to  guarantee  loan  principal;". 

8  (b)(1)  Section  301(cK2)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  strik- 

9  ing  out  *\  and  budget  outlays  resulting  therefrom/'  and  in- 

10  serting  in  Ueu  thereof  "and  budget  outlays  resulting  there- 

11  from,  and  of  the  total  amounts  of  gross  obligations  for  the 

12  principal  amount  of  direct  loans  and  commitments  to  guaran- 

13  tee  loan  principal/'. 

14  (2)  Section  301(c)  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by 

15  inserting  after  "1946/'  the  following  new  sentence:  "The 

16  Committee  on  Banking,  Finance  and  Urban  Affairs  of  the 

17  House  of  Representatives  and  the  Committee  on  Banking, 

18  Housing,  and  Urban  Affairs  of  the  Senate  shall  each  also 

19  submit  to  the  Committee  on  the  Budget  of  its  House  its  rec- 

20  ommendations  as  to  the  appropriate  level  of  total  gross  obli- 

21  gations  for  the  principal  amount  of  direct  loans  and  the 

22  appropriate  level  of  total  commitments  to  guarantee  loan 

23  principal/'. 

24  Sec.  5.  (a)  Section  S02(a)  of  the  Congressional  Budget 

25  Act  of  1974  is  amended — 
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1  (1)  by  inserting  "and  the  appropriate  levels  of 

2  total  gross   obligations   for   the  principal  amount  ot 

3  direct  loans  and  total  commitments  to  guarantee  loan 

4  principal"  after  "total  new  budget  authority";  and 

5  (2)  by  inserting  "or  authorizing  such  obligations 

6  and  commitments"  after  "such  new  budget  authority". 

7  (b)  Section  302(b)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

8  (1)  by  striking  out  "and"  after  the  semicolon  at 

9  the  end  of  paragraph  (1); 

10  (2)  by  redesignating  paragraph  (2)  as  paragraph 

11  (3);  and 

12  (3)  by  inserting  after  paragraph  (1)  the  following 

13  new  paragraph: 

14  "(2)  the  Committee  on  Appropriations  of  each 

15  House  shall  also,  after  consulting  with  the  Committee 

16  on  Appropriations  of  the  other  House,  subdivide  among 

17  its  subcommittees  the  allocation  of  gross  obligations  for 

18  the  principal  amount  of  direct  loans  and  of  commit- 

19  ments  to  guarantee  loan  principal  allocated  to  it  in  the 

20  joint  explanatory  statement  accompanying  the  confer- 

21  ence  report  on  such  concurrent  resolution;  and". 

22  Sec.  6.  Section  307  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 

23  1974  is  amended  by  inserting  ",  and  the  appropriate  levels  of 

24  total  gross  obligations  for  the  principal  amount  of  direct  loans 
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1  and  of  total  commitments  to  guarantee  loan  principal/'  after 

2  "new  budget  authority". 

3  Sec.   7.  (a)  Section  308(aXl)  of  the  Congressional 

4  Budget  Act  of  1974  is  amended — 

5  (1)  by  striking  out  "and"  after  the  semicolon  at 

6  the  end  of  subparagraph  (B);  and 

7  (2)  by  adding  after  subparagraph  (G)  the  foUowing 

8  new  subparagraph: 

9  "(D)  how  the  limitations  on  gross  obligations 

10  for  the  principal  amount  of  direct  loans  and  on 

11  commitments  to  guarantee  loan  principal  provided 

12  in  that  bill  or  resolution  compare  with  the  gross 

13  obligations  for  the  principal  amount  of  direct  loans 

14  and  commitments  to  guarantee  loan  principal  set 

15  forth  in  the  most  recently  agreed  to  concurrent 

16  resolution  on  the  budget  for  such  fiscal  year  and 

17  the  reports  submitted  under  section  302;  and". 

18  (b)  Section  308(b)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

19  (1)  by  striking  out  "and"  after  the  semicolon  at 

20  the  end  of  paragraph  (3); 

21  (2)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  para- 

22  graph  (4)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ";  and";  and 

23  (3)  by  adding  after  paragraph  (4)  the  foUowing 

24  new  paragraph: 
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1  "(5)  an  up-to-date  tabulation  comparing  the  gross 

2  obligations  for  the  principal  amount  of  direct  loans  and 

3  the  commitments  to  guarantee  loan  principal  for  such 

4  fiscal  year  in  bills  or  resolutions  on  which  the  Congress 

5  has'  completed  action  to  the  gross  obligations  for  the 

6  principal  amount  of  direct  loans  tai  the  commitments 

7  to  guarantee  loans   set  forth  in  the  most  recently 

8  agreed  to  conciurrent  resolution  on  the  budget  for  such 

9  fiscal  year  and  the  reports  submitted  under  section 

10  302.". 

11  Sec.  8.  (a)  Section  309  of  the  Congressional  Budget 

12  Act  of  1974  is  amended  by  inserting  "or  providing  limitations 

13  on  gross  obligations  for  the  principal  amount  of  direct  loans 

14  or  on  commitments  to  guarantee  loan  principal  for  such  fiscal 

15  year/'  after  "such  year,"  where  it  first  appears  in  paragraph 

16  (1). 

17  (bXl)  The  heading  of  section  309  of  such  Act  is 

18  amended  by  striking  out  "and  certain  new  spending  au- 

19  thobity"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ",  LDiiTiNO  dibect 

20  LOANS  OB  LOAN  OUABANTBB  COHMITBfBNTS,  OB  PBOVID- 

21  INO  CEBTAIN  new  SPENDING  AUTHOBITT". 

22  (2)  The  table  of  contents  for  such  Act  is  amended  (in  the 

23  item  relating  to  section  809)  by  striking  out  "and  certain  new 

24  spending  authority"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ",  limiting 
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1  direct  loans  or  loan  guarantee  commitments,  or  providing 

2  certain  new  spending  authority". 

3  Sec.  9.  Section  310(a)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act 

4  of  1974  is  amended — 

5  (1)  by  striking  out  "or"  after  the  semicolon  at  the 

6  end  of  paragraph  (3); 

7  (2)  by  redesignating  paragraph  (4)  as  paragraph 

8  (5)  and  (in  such  paragraph)  striking  out  ''and  (3)"  and 

9  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "(3),  and  (4)";  and 

10  (3)  by  inserting  after  paragraph  (3)  the  following 

11  new  paragraph: 

12  "(4)  specify  the  total  amount  by  which  gross  obli- 

13  gations  for  the  principal  amount  of  direct  loans  or  com- 

14  mitments  to  guarantee  loan  principal  are  to  be  changed 

15  and  direct  the  committees  having  jurisdiction  to  recom- 

16  mend  such  change;  or". 

17  Sec.  10.  (a)  Section  311(a)  of  the  Congressional  Budget 

18  Act  of  1974  is  amended— 

19  (1)  by  inserting  "increasing  the  limitations  cm 

20  total  gross  obligations  for  the  principal  amount  <rf 

21  direct  loans  or  on  total  commitments  to  guarantee  loan 

22  principal  for  such  fiscal  year/'  after  "effective  during 

23  such  fiscal  year,"  in  the  matter  preceding  paragraph 

24  (1);  and 
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1  (2)  by  inserting   "would  cause   the  appropriate 

2  level  of  gross  obligations  for  the  principal  amount  of 

3  direct  loans  or  of  commitments  to  guarantee  loan  prin- 

4  cipal  set  forth  in  such  conciurent  resolution  to  be  ex- 

5  ceeded/'   after  "exceeded,"  in  the  matter  following 

6  paragraph  (3). 

7  (b)(1)  The  heading  of  section  311  of  such  Act  is  amend- 

8  ed  by  inserting  '\  loan  and  loan  ouabantee  cohmit- 

9  MBNT8,"  after  "spending  authority". 

10  (2)  The  table  of  contents  for  such  Act  is  amended  (in  the 

11  item  relating  to  section  311)  by  inserting  ",'  loans  and  loan 

12  guarantee  commitments,"  after  "spending  authority". 

13  Sec.  11.  (a)  Title  IV  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act 

14  of  1974  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  follow- 

15  ing  new  section: 

16  "legislation  pboviding  authority  to  guarantee 

17  '  the  repayment  op  indebtedness 

18  "Sec.  405.  It  shall  not  be  in  order  in  either  the  House 

19  of  Representatives  or  the  Senate  to  consider  any  bill  or  reso- 

20  lution  which  provides,  extends,   or  enlarges  authority  to 

21  insure  or  guarantee  the  repayment  of  indebtedness  inciurred 

22  by  another  person  or  government  (or  any  amendment  which 

23  provides,  extends,  or  enlarges  such  authority)  unless  that  bill, 

24  resolution,  or  amendments  also  provides  that  such  authority 
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1  is  to  be  effective  for  any  fiscal  year  only  to  such  extent  or  in 

2  such  amounts  as  are  provided  in  appropriation  Acts.". 

3  (b)  The  table  ol  contents  for  such  Act  is  amended  by 

4  adding  at  the  end  of  the  matter  relating  to  title  IV  the  follow- 

5  ing  new  item: 

"Sec.  405.  Legislation  providing  authority  to  guarantee  the  repayment  of  indebted- 
ness.". 

6  Sec.  12.  Section  402(a)  of  the  Congressional  Budget 

7  Act  of  1974  is  amended  by  inserting  "or  which  authorizes 

8  the  insurance  or  guarantee  of  the  repayment  of  indebtedness 

9  incurred  by  another  person  or  government  for  a  fiscal  year/' 

10  after  "for  a  fiscal  year,". 

11  Sec.  13.  Section  2  of  the  Congressional  Budget  and 

12  Impoimdment  Control  Act  of  1974  is  amended — 

13  (1)  by  striking  out  "and"  after  the  semicolon  at 

14  the  end  of  paragraph  (4); 

15  (2)  by  redesignating  paragraph  (5)  as  paragraph 

16  (6);  and 

17  (3)  by  inserting  after  paragraph  (4)  the  following 

18  new  paragraph: 

19  "(5)  to  provide  for  the  congressional  determination 

20  each  year  of  the  appropriate  level  of  gross  obligations 
.21  for  the  principal  amount  of  direct  loans  and  of  commit- 
22  ments  to  guarantee  loan  principal;  and". 
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1  Sec.  14.  Section  3  of  the  Congressional  Budget  and 

2  Impoundment  Control  Act  of  1974  is  amended  by  adding  at 

3  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  paragraph: 

4  ''(6)  The  term  'direct  loan'  means  a  disbursement 

5  of  funds  by  the  United  States  or  any  officer  or  agency 

6  thereof  (not  in  exchange  for  goods  or  services)  under  a 

7  contract  which  requires  the  repayment  of  such  funds 

8  with  or  without  interest,  and  in  addition  includes — 

9  ''(A)  direct  participation  in  a  loan  made  and 

10  held  by  another  person  or  government; 

11  "(B)  the  purchase  (through  secondary  market 

12  operations)  of  a  loan  made  by  another  person  or 

13  government;  and 

14  "(C)  the  acquisition  of  a  federally  guaranteed 

15  loan  made  by  another  person  or  government,  as 

16  collateral  or  in  satisfaction  of  default  or  other 

17  guarantee  clain^.". 

18  Sec.  15.  Section  201(d)  of  the  Budget  and  Accounting 

19  Act,  1921  (31  U.S.C.  11(d)),  is  amended  by  striking  out 

20  "items  enumerated  in  section  301(a)  (l)-(5)"  and  inserting  in 

21  lieu  thereof  "items  enumerated  in  section  301(a)  (l)-(7)". 

22  Sec.  16.  Section  201(a)  of  the  Budget  and  Accounting 

23  Act,  1921  (31  U.S.C.  11(a)),  is  amended— 

24  (1)  by  striking  out  "and"  after  the  semicolon  at 

25  the  end  of  paragraph  (12); 
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1  (2)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  para- 

2  graph  (13)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  '';  and";  and 

3  (3)  by  adding  after  paragraph  (13)  the  following 

4  new  paragraph: 

5  "(l4^)  all  essential  facts  regarding  direct  lending 

6  by  the  Government,  and  guarantees  by  the  Gt>vem- 

7  ment  of  the  repayment  of  indebtedness  incurred  by  an- 

8  other  person  or  government.". 

9  Sec.  17.  The  amendments  made  by  this  Act  shall  be 

10  effective  with  respect  to  fiscal  years  beginning  on  and  after 

11  October  1,  1980. 
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97th  congress 
18T  Session 


S.  RES.  22 


Directing  a  study  of  the  advisability  and  feasibility  of  instituting  a  biennial  fiscal 

period. 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

Januaby  15  (legislative  day,  Januaby  5),  1981 
Mr.  Bumpers  submitted  the  following  resolution;  which  was  referred  jointly  to 
the  Committees  on  the  Budget  and  (Governmental  Affairs  pursuant  to  the 
order  of  August  4,  1977 


RESOLUTION 

Directing  a  study  of  the  advisability  and  feasibility  of  instituting 
a  biennial  fiscal  period. 

1  Resolved,  That  (a)  the  Conunittee  on  the  Budget  and 

2  the  Committee  on  Governmental  Affairs  are  authorized  and 

3  directed  to  study  the  advisability  and  feasibility  of  conducting 

4  the  fiscal  affairs  of  the  United  States  Government  on  a  two- 

5  year  fiscal  period  or,  in  the  alternative,  of  having  the  budget 

6  submitted  and  new  budget  authority  enacted  for  two  fiscal 

7  years  at  a  time. 

8  (b)  Such  committees  may  conduct  such  study  jointly  or 

9  separately  and  shall  submit  their  joint  report  or  separate  re- 

1  ports,  together  with  their  recommendations,  to  the  Senate  as 

2  soon  as  practicable,  but  not  later  than  September  80,  1981. 
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97th  congress 
2d  Session 


S.  2848 


To  amend  the  Congressional  Budget  and  Impoundment  Control  Act  of  1974,  to 
provide  for  budgetary  planning  every  two  years. 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

August  17,  1982 

Mr.  CocHSAN  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  read  twice  and  referred 
jointly,  pursuant  to  the  order  of  August  4,  1977,  to  the  Committees  on  the 
Budget  and  Governmental  Affairs  with  instructions  that  if  one  committee  re- 
ports, the  other  committee  has  thirty  days  of  continuous  session  to  report  or 
be  discharged 


A  BILL 

To  amend  the  Congressional  Budget  and  Impoundment  Control 
Act  of  1974,  to  provide  for  budgetary  planning  every  two 
years. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Two  Year  Budgetary 

4  Planning  Act  of  1982". 

5  .  STATEMENT  OP  PUBP08B 

6  Sec.  2.  It  is  the  purpose  of  this  Act — 

7  (1)  to  provide  for  one  concurrent  resolution  on  the 

8  budget  for  a  two-year  period; 
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1  (2)  to  streamline  the  budget  process  so  that  the 

2  process  will  be  an  effective  mechanism  for  the  planning 

3  of  major  budget  priorities;  and 

4  (3)  to  improve  the  legislative  and  budgetary  proc- 

5  esses  by  providing  additional  time  for  congressional 

6  oversight  and  other  vital  legislative  activities. 

7  AMENDMENTS  TO  THE  CONOBE88IONAL  BUDOBT  AND 

8  IMPOUNDMENT  CONTROL  ACT  OP  1974 

9  Sec.  3.  (a)(1)  Section  2(2)  of  the  Congressional  Budget 

10  and  Impoundment  Control  Act  of  1974  is  amended  by  strik- 

11  ing  out  "each  year"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "every  two 

12  years". 

13  (b)  Section  3(4)  of  such  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  fol- 

14  lows: 

15  "(4)    The    term    'conciurrent   resolution    on    the 

16  budget'  means — 

17  ''(A)  a  concurrent  resolution  setting  forth  the 

18  congressional  budget  for  the  United  States  Qov- 

19  emment  for  a  two-fiscal-year  period  as  provided 

20  in  section  301;  or 

21  ''(B)  a  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget 

22  revising  the  congressional  budget  for  the  United 

23  States  Government  pursuant  to  section  304/'. 

24  (2)  Section  3  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by  adding 

25  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  paragraph: 
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1  "(6)  The  term  'two-fiseal-year  period'  means  a 

.2  period  (tf  two  consecutive  Sseal  years  beginning  on  Oc- 

3  tober  1  of  any  odd-numbered  year.". 

4  (c)  Section  202(0(1)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 

5  1974  is  amended — 

6  (1)  by  inserting  "odd  numbered"  before  "year" 

7  the  first  place  it  appears  in  the  first  sentence; 

8  (2)  by  striking  out  "the  fiscal  year"  in  such  sen- 

9  tence  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "each  fiscal  year  in 

10  the  two-fiscal-year  period"; 

11  (3)  by  striking  out  "such  fiscal  year"  in  such  sen- 

12  tence  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "such  two-fiscal-year 

13  period";  and 

14  (4)   by   striking   out   "such   fiscal   year"   in   the 

15  second  sentence  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "each 

16  fiscal  year  in  such  two-fiscal-year  period". 

17  (d)  Section  3(X)  of  such  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  fol- 

18  lows: 

19  "timetable 

20  "Sec.  3(X).  The  timetable  with  respect  to  the  congres- 

21  sional  budget  process  for  any  fiscal  year  is  as  follows: 

"First  Session 

On  or  before:  Action  to  be  rompleted: 

November  10 President  submits  current  services  budget. 

15th  day  after  Congress  President  submits  his  budget, 
meets. 

March  15 Committees  and  joint  committees  submit  reports  to 

,,  ^  Bi^t  ^myiittees. 
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"First  Session — Continued 

On  or  before:  Action  to  be  completed: 

April  1 Congressional  Budget  Office  submits  report  to  Budget 

Committees. 
April  15 Budget  Committees  report  concurrent  resolution  on 

the  budget  to  their  Houses. 
May  15 Committees  report  bills  and  resolutions  authoriung 

new  budget  authority  for  the  Hrst  fiscal  year  of  the 

two-fiscal-year  period. 
May  15 Congress  completes  action  on  concurrent  resolution  on 

the  budget. 
7th  day  after  Labor  Day Congress  completes  action  on  bills  and  resolutioni 

providing  new  budget  authority  and  new  spending 

authority  for  the  first  fiscal  year  of  the  two-fiacal- 

year  period. 
October  1 Two-fiscal-year  period  begins. 

"Second  Session 

15th  day  after  Congress  President  submits  proposed  revisions  in  the  Budget  for 

meets.  the  two-fiscal-year  period  in  progress. 

May  15 Committees  report  bills  and  resolutions  authorizing 

new  budget  authority  for  the  second  fiscal  year  of 
the  two-fiscal-year  period. 

7th  day  after  Labor  Day Congress  completes  action  on  bills  and  resolutions 

providing  new  budget  authority  and  new  spending 
authority  for  the  second  fiscal  year  of  the  two-fiscal- 
year  period.". 


1  (e)(1)  Section  301(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

2  (A)  by  inserting  "of  Each  Odd-Numbered  Year" 

3  after  "May  15th"  in  the  subsection  heading;  and 

4  (B)  by  inserting  "odd-numbered"  before  "year" 

5  the  first  place  it  appears  in  the  first  sentence  of  the 

6  matter  preceding  paragraph  (1); 

7  (C)  by  striking  out  "the  fiscal  year"  in  such  sen- 

8  tence  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "the  two-fiscal-year 

9  period";  and 
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1  (D)  by  inserting  a  comma  and  ''for  each  fiscal 

2  year  in  such  period"  after  "set  forth"  in  the  second 

3  sentence  of  such  matter. 

4  (2)  Section  301(b)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

5  (A)  by  striking  out  "first"  in  the  matter  preceding 

6  paragraph  (1); 

7  (B)  by  inserting  "referred  to  in  subsection  (a)" 

8  before  "may  also"  in  such  matter; 

9  (C)  by  striking  out  "require"  in  such  matter; 

10  (D)  by  striking  out  paragraph  (1)  and  inserting  in 

11  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

12  "(1)  contain  the  specifications  and  directions  de- 

13  scribed  in  section  310(a);  and"; 

14  (E)  by  inserting  "require"  before  "any  other  pro- 

15  cedure"  in  paragraph  (2);  and 

16  (F)  by  striking  out  the  last  sentence. 

17  (3)  Section  301(c)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

18  (A)  by  inserting  "odd-numbered"  before  "year"  in 

19  the  matter  preceding  paragraph  (1); 

20  (B)  by  striking  out  "the"  the  second  place  it  ap- 

21  pears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "an";  and 

22  (C)  by  striking  out  "the  fiscal  year"  in  paragraph 

23  (2)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "each  fiscal  year  in  the 

24  two-fiscal-year  period". 

25  (4)  Section  301(d)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 
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1  (A)  by  striking  out  "first"  before  "concurrent  res- 

2  olution"  in  the  first  sentence; 

3  (B)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  in  such  sentence 

4  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "two-fiscal-year  period"; 

5  (C)  by  inserting  "odd-numbered"  before  "year" 

6  the  first  place  it  appears  in  the  third  sentence; 

7  (D)  by  striking  out  "first"  before  "concurrent  res- 

8  olution"  in  such  sentence; 

9  (E)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  in  such  sentence 

10  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "two-fiscal-year  period"; 

11  (F)  by  inserting  "for  each  fiscal  year  in  such  two- 

12  fiscal-year  period"  after  "the  conmiittee"  in  paragn^h 

13  (1); 

14  (G)  by  inserting  "for  each  such  fiscal  year"  after 

15  "those  estimated"  in  such  paragraph; 

16  (H)  by  inserting  "for  each  fiscal  year  in  such  two- 

17  fiscal-year  period"  after  "total  new  budget  authority" 

18  the  first  place  it  appears  in  paragraph  (2); 

19  (I)  by  inserting  "for  each  such  fiscal  year"  after 

20  "total  new  budget  authority  requested"  in  such  para- 

21  graph; 

22  (J)  by  inserting  "for  each  fiscal  year  in  such  two- 

23  fiscal-year  period,"  after  "new  budget  authority"  in 

24  paragraph  (3); 
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1  (K)  by  inserting  "for  each  fiscal  year  in  such  two- 

2  fiscal-year   period"    after   "concurrent   resolution"    in 

3  paragraph  (4); 

4  (L)  by  striking  out  "five"  in  paragraph  (6)  and  in- 

5  serting  in  lieu  thereof  "six"; 

6  (M)  by  striking  out  "such  fiscal  year"  in  such 

7  paragraph  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "the  first  fiscal 

8  year  of  such  two-fiscal-year  period,"; 

9  (N)  by  striking  out  "such  period"  in  such  para- 

10  graph  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "such  six-fiscal-year 

11  period";  and 

12  (0)  by  inserting  "for  each  fiscal  year  in  such  two- 

13  fiscal-year  period"  before  the  semicolon  in  paragraph 

14  (7). 

15  (5)  Section  301(e)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

16  (A)  by  striking  out  "set  for"  in  paragraph  (1)  and 

17  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "set  forth"; 

18  (B)  by  striking  out  "first"  each  place  it  appears 

19  before  "concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget"; 

20  (C)  by  inserting  "referred  to  in  subsection  (a)" 

21  after  "concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget"  in  para- 

22  graph  (1);  and 

23  (D)  by  striking  out  "for  the  fiscal  year"  after 

24  "concurrent  resolution  of  the  budget"  in  such  para- 
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1  graph  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "referred  to  in  sub- 

2  section  (a)  for  the  two-fiscal-year  period". 

3  (6KA)  The  section  heading  for  section  301  of  such  Act  is 

4  amended  by  striking  out  "fibst". 

5  (B)  The  item  relating  to  section  301  in  the  table  of  con- 

6  tents  in  section  1(b)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  and  Ln- 

7  poundment  Control  Act  of  1974  is  amended  by  striking  out 

8  "first". 

9  (0(1)  Section  302(a)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 

10  1974  is  amended — 

11  (A)  by  inserting  "for  a  two-fiscal-year  period" 

12  after  "concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget";  and 

13  (B)  by  inserting  "for  each  fiscal  year  in  such 

14  period"  after  "estimated  allocation". 

15  (2)  Section  302(c)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 

16  out  "or  310". 

17  (g)(1)  Section  303(a)  of  such  Act  is  amendod — 

18  (A)  by  striking  out  "first"; 

19  (B)  by  striking  out  "for  such  year"  and  inserting 

20  in  lieu  thereof  "referred  to  in  section  301(a)  for  the 

21  two-fiscal-year    period    in    which    such    fiscal    year 

22  occurs";  and 

23  (C)  by  striking  out  "pursuant  to  section  301''. 
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1  (2)  Section  303(b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 

2  out  "fiscal  year''  each  place  it  appears  in  paragraphs  (1)  and 

3  (2)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "two-fiscal-year  period". 

4  (3)(A)  The  section  heading  for  section  303  of  such  Act  is 

5  amended  by  striking  out  "first". 

6  (B)  The  item  relating  to  section  303  in  the  table  of  con- 

7  tents  in  section  1(b)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  and  Im- 

8  poundment  Control  Act  of  1974  is  amended  by  striking  out 

9  "First  concurrent"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Concur- 

10  rent". 

11  (h)(1)  Section  304  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 

12  1974  is  amended — 

13  (A)  by  striking  out  "first"  before  "concurrent  res- 

14  olution  on  the  budget"; 

15  (B)  by  striking  out  "for  a  fiscal  year"  before  "has 

16  been  agreed  to"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "referred 

17  to  in  section  301(a)  for  a  two-fiscal-year  period"; 

18  (C)  by  striking  out  "pursuant  to  section  301"; 

19  (D)  by  striking  out  "such  fiscal  year"  the  first 

20  place  it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "such 

21  two-fiscal-year  period"; 

22  (E)  by  striking  out  "for  such  fiscal  year"  the 

23  second  place  it  appears;  and 

24  (F)  by  inserting  before  the  period  "for  such  two- 

25  fiscal-year  period  if  the  concurrent  resolution  on  the 
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1  budget   maMng   such   revisions   and   any   conference 

2  report  thereon,  is  agreed  to  by  a  rollcall  vote  of  three- 

3  fifths  of  the  Members  of  each  House  of  Congress,  duly 

4  chosen  and  sworn. 

5  (2)  The  section  heading  for  section  304  of  such  Act  is 

6  amended  by  striking  out  "of"  the  second  place  it  appears 

7  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "on". 

8  (i)(l)  Section  305(a)(3)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

9  (A)  by  striking  out  "first"  before  "concurrent  res- 

10  olution  on  the  budget";  and 

11  (B)  by  striking  out  "for  a  fiscal  year"  and  insert- 

12  ing  in  lieu  thereof  "referred  to  in  section  301(a)  for  a 

13  two-fiscal-year  period". 

14  (2)  Section  305(b)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

15  (A)  by  striking  out  ",  except  that,  with  respect  to 

16  the  second  required  concurrent  resolution  referred  to  in 

17  section  310(a),  all  such  debate  shall  be  limited  to  not 

18  more  than  15  hours"  in  paragraph  (1); 

19  (B)  by  striking  out  "first"  before  "concurrent  res- 

20  olution  on  the  budget"  in  paragraph  (3);  and 

21  (C)  by  striking  out  "for  a  fiscal  year"  in  such 

22  paragraph  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "referred  to  in 

23  section  301(a)  for  a  two-fiscal-year  period". 

24  (j)  Section  307  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

25  (1)  by  striking  out  "as"  before  "set  forth"; 
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1  (2)  by  inserting  "for  such  fiscal  year"  before  "in 

2  the  most  recently  agreed'';  and 

3  (3)  by  striking  out  "that  year"  the  second  place  it 

4  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "the  two-fiscal- 

5  year  period  in  which  such  fiscal  year  occurs''. 

6  (kKl)  Section  308(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

7  (A)  by  striking  out  "such  fiscal  year"  in  para- 

8  graph  (IKA)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "the  two- 

9  fiscal-year  period  in  which  such  fiscal  year  occurs"; 

10  and 

11  (B)  by  inserting  "for  such  fiscal  year"  after  "new 

12  budget  authority"  in  such  paragraph; 

13  (C)  by  inserting  a  comma  after  "a  projection"  in 

14  paragraph  (1)(B); 

15  (D)  by  striking  out  "5"  in  such  paragraph  and  in- 

16  serting  in  lieu  thereof  "6"; 

17  (E)  by  inserting  a  comma  after  "such  fiscal  year" 

18  in  such  paragraph; 

19  (F)  by  striking  out  "as"  after  "existing  law"  in 

20  paragraph  (2)(A); 

21  (G)  by  striking  out  "for  such  fiscal  year"  in  such 

22  paragraph  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "referred  to  in 

23  section  301(a)  for  the  two-fiscal-year  period  in  which 

24  such  fiscal  year  occurs"; 
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1  (H)  by  inserting  "for  such  fiscal  year"  after  "set 

2  forth''  in  such  paragraph; 

3  (I)  by  striking  out  "year"  the  last  place  it  appears 

4  in  such  paragraph  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "two- 

5  fiscal-year  period"; 

6  (J)  by  inserting  a  comma  after  "a  projection"  in 

7  paragraph  (2)(B); 

8  (K)  by  striking  out  "5"  in  such  paragraph  and  in- 

9  serting  in  Ueu  thereof  "6";  and 

10  (L)  by  inserting  a  comma  after  "such  fiscal  year" 

11  in  such  paragraph. 

12  (2)  Section  308(b)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

13  (A)  by  inserting  a  comma  after  "during  such  fiscal 

14  year"  in  paragraph  (1); 

15  (B)  by  striking  out  "such  fiscal  year"  in  such 

16  paragraph  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "the  two-fiscal- 

17  year  period  in  which  such  fiscal  year  occurs"; 

18  (C)  by  inserting  "for  such  fiscal  year"  after  "esti- 

19  mated  outlays"  the  second  place  it  appears  in  such 

20  paragraph; 

21  (D)  by  striking  out  "such  fiscal  year"  in  para- 

22  graph  (3)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "the  two-fiscal- 

23  year  period  in  which  such  fiscal  year  occurs"; 

24  (E)  by  inserting  "for  such  fiscal  year"  after  "rev- 

25  enues"  the  first  place  it  appears  in  such  paragraph; 
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1  (F)  by  inserting  "fiscal"  before  "year"  the  last 

2  two  places  it  appears  in  such  paragraph; 

3  (G)  by  striking  out  "such  fiscal  year"  in  para- 

4  graph  (4)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "the  two-fiscal- 

5  year  period  in  which  such  fiscal  year  occurs";  and 

6  (H)  by  inserting  "for  such  fiscal  year"  after  "the 

7  public  debt"  in  such  paragraph. 

8  (3)  Section  308(c)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

9  (A)  by  striking  out  "Five"  in  the  subsection  head- 

10  ing  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Six";  and 

11  (B)  by  striking  out  "5"  and  inserting  in  lieu  there- 

12  of  "6". 

13  (1)  Section  309(1)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

14  (1)  by  striking  out  "such  year"  the  second  place  it 

15  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "the  two-fiscal- 

16  year  period  in  which  such  fiscal  year  occurs";  and 

17  (2)  by  striking  out  "section  310(c)"  and  inserting 

18  in  lieu  thereof  "section  310(b)". 

19  (m)(l)  Section  31(Xa)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

20  (A)  by  striking  out  the  matter  preceding  para- 

21  graph  (1)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

22  "Sbc.  310.  (a)  Specifications  and  Dibections. — A 

23  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget  for  a  two-fiscal-year 

24  period  shall,  to  the  extent  necessary — "; 
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1  (B)  by  striking  out  "such  fiscal  year''  each  place 

2  it  appears  in  subparagraphs  (A)  and  (O  of  paragraph 

3  (1)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "each  fiscal  year  in 

4  such  two-fiscal-year  period"; 

5  (C)  by  inserting  "for  each  fiscal  year  in  such  two- 

6  fiscal-year  period"  after  "revenues"  in  paragraph  (2); 

7  (D)  by  striking  out  "that"  before  "the  commit- 

8  tees"  in  such  paragraph; 

9  (E)  by  inserting  "for  each  fiscal  year  in  such  two- 

10  fiscal-year  period"  after  "public  debt"  in  paragraph  (3); 

11  and 

12  (F)  by  striking  out  the  last  sentence. 

13  (2)  Section  310  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out 

14  subsection  (b)  and  by  redesignating  subsections  (c),  (d),  (e), 

15  and  (0  as  subsections  (b),  (c),  (d),  and  (e),  respectively. 

16  (3)  Section  310(b)  of  such  Act  (as  redesignated  by  para- 

17  graph  (2)  of  this  subsection)  is  amended  by  striking  out  "is 

18  agreed  to  in  accordance  with  subsection  (a)"  and  inserting  in 

19  lieu  thereof  "on  the  budget  is  agreed  to". 

20  (4)  Section  310(c)  of  such  Act  (as  redesignated  by  para^ 

21  graph  (2)  of  this  subsection)  is  amended — 

22  (A)  by  striking  out  "subsection  (c)"  and  inserting 

23  in  lieu  thereof  "subsection  (b)";  and 

24  (B)  by  striking  out  "September  25  of  each  year" 

25  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "sixty  days  after  the  date 
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1  on  which  the  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget  con- 

2  taining  the  specifications  and  directions  for  such  recon- 

3  ciliation  bill  or  reconciliation  resolution  is  agreed  to". 

4  (5)  Section  310(d)  of  such  Act  (as  redesignated  by  para- 

5  graph  (2)  of  this  subsection)  is  amended  by  striking  out  "sub- 

6  section  (c)"  each  place  it  appears  in  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2) 

7  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "subsection  (b)". 

8  (6)  Section  31(Xe)  of  such  Act  (as  redesignated  by  para- 

9  graph  (2)  of  this  subsection)  is  amended — 

10  (A)  by  striking  out  "the  concurrent  resolution  on 

1 1  the  budget  required  to  be  reported  under  subsection  (a) 

12  for  the  fiscal  year  beginning  on  October  1  of  such  year, 
13^  and  if  a"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "any"; 

14  (B)  by  striking  out  "is"  before  "required  to  be  re- 

15  ported";  and 

16  (C)  by  striking  out  "subsection  (c)  for  such  fiscal 

17  year,  unless  the  Congress  has  completed  action  on  that 

18  bill  or  resolution,  or  both"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

19  "subsection  (b)  for  a  two-fiscal-year  period". 

20  (7)(A)  The  section  heading  for  section  310  of  such  Act  is 

21  amended  by  striking  out  "second  bequibed  concubbent 

22  RESOLUTION  and". 

23  (B)  The  item  relating  to  section  310  in  the  table  of  con- 

24  tents  in  section  1(b)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  and  Im- 

25  poundment  Control  Act  of  1974  is  amended  by  striking  out 
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1  "Second  required  concurrent  resolution  and  reconciliation" 

2  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Reconciliation". 

3  (n)  Section  311(a)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 

4  1974  is  amended — 

5  (1)  by  striking  out  "section  31CKa)  for  fiscal  year" 

6  after  "reported  under"  in  the  matter  preceding  para- 

7  graph  (1)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "section  301(a) 

8  for  a  two-fiscal-year  period"; 

9  (2)  by  striking  out  "such  fiscal  year"  the  first 

10  place  it  appears  in  such  matter  and  inserting  in  lieu 

11  thereof  "such  two-fiscal-year  period"; 

12  (3)  by  striking  out  "section  31CKc)"  in  such  matter 

13  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "section  31(Xb)"; 

14  (4)  by  striking  out  "such  fiscal  year"  the  second, 

15  third,  and  fourth  places  it  appears  in  such  matter  and 

16  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "any  fiscal  year  in  such  two- 

17  fiscal-year  period"; 

18  (5)  by  inserting  "for  such  fiscal  year"  after  "total 

19  budget  outlays"  in  the  matter  following  paragraph  (3); 

20  (6)  by  striking  out  "such  fiscal  year"  after  "con- 

21  current  resolution  on  the  budget  for"  in  such  matter 

22  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "the  two-fiscal-year  period 

23  in  which  such  fiscal  year  occurs"; 
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1  (7)  by  inserting  "for  any  such  fiscal  year"  after 

2  ''revenues''  the  Hrst  place  it  appears  in  such  matter; 

3  and 

4  (8)  by  inserting  "for  such  fiscal  year"  after  "rev- 

5  enues"  the  second  place  it  appears  in  such  matter. 

6  (o)  Section  401(b)(2)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 

7  out  ''such  Hscal  year"  the  second  place  it  appears  and  insert- 

8  ing  in  lieu  thereof  "the  two-fiscal-year  period  in  which  such 

9  fiscal  year  occurs". 

10  (p)  Section  403(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

11  (1)  by  striking  out  "4"  in  paragraph  (1)  and  in- 

12  serting  in  lieu  thereof  "five";  and 

13  (2)  by  striking  out  "four"  in  paragraph  (2)  and  in- 

14  serting  in  lieu  thereof  "five". 

15  (q)(l)  Section  605(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

16  (A)  by  striking  out  "each  year  (beginning  with 

17  1975)"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "each  even-num- 

18  bered  year  (beginning  with  1982)"; 

19  (B)  by  striking  out  "the  ensuing  fiscal  year"  and 

20  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "each  fiscal  year  in  the  two- 

21  fiscal-year  period  beginning  in  the  following  odd-num- 

22  bered  year";  and 

23  (C)  by  striking  out  "such  ensuing  fiscal  year"  and 

24  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "each  such  fiscal  year". 


Digitized  by 


Google 


826 


18 

1  (2)  Section  605(b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  inserting 

2  * 'even-numbered"  before  "year". 

3  (r)  Section  904(b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out 

4  "title  in  or  IV"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "title  m 

5  (except  section  304)  or  title  IV". 

6  AMENDMENTS  TO  RULES  OP  THE  HOUSE  OP 

7  REPRESENTATIVES 

8  Sec.  4.  (a)(1)  Clause  1(b)(4)  of  rule  X  of  the  Rules  of 

9  the  House  of  Representatives  is  amended  by  striking  out 

10  "fiscal  year"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "two-fiscal-year 

11  period". 

12  (b)  Clause  4(a)(1)(A)  of  rule  X  of  the  Rules  of  the  House 

13  of  Representatives  is  amended  by  inserting  "odd-numbered" 

14  after  "each". 

15  (c)  Clause  4(a)(2)  of  rule  X  of  the  Rules  of  the  House  of 

16  Representatives  is  amended  by  striking  out  "such  fiscal 

17  year"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "the  two-fiscal-year  period 

18  in  which  such  fiscal  year  occurs". 

19  (d)  Clause  4(b)(2)  of  rule  X  of  the  Rules  of  the  House  of 

20  Representatives  is  amended — 

21  (1)  by  striking  out  "first";  and 

22  (2)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  and  inserting  in 

23  lieu  thereof  "two-fiscal-year  period". 

24  (e)  Clause  4(g)  of  rule  X  of  the  Rules  of  the  House  of 

25  Representatives  is  amended — 
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1  (1)  by  inserting  "odd-numbered"  after  "each"; 

2  (2)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  the  first  place  it 

3  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "two-year  fiscal 

4  period";  and 

5  (3)  by  striking  out  "that  fiscal  year"  and  inserting 

6  in  lieu  thereof  "each  fiscal  year  of  such  two-fiscal-year 

7  period". 

8  (0  Clause  4(h)  of  rule  X  of  the  Rules  of  the  House  of 

9  Representatives  is  amended  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  and 

10  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "two-fiscal-year  period". 

1 1  (g)  Clause  20)(1)(C)  of  rule  XI  of  the  Rules  of  the  House 

12  of  Representatives  is  amended — 

13  (1)  by  striking  out  "as"  before  "set  forth"; 

14  (2)  by  inserting  "for  such  fiscal  year"  before  "in 

15  the  most  recently  agreed";  and 

16  .  (3)  by  striking  out  "that  year"  the  second  place  it 

17  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "the  two-fiscal- 

18  year  period  in  which  such  fiscal  year  occurs". 

19  (h)  Clause  1  of  rule  XLTX  of  the  Rules  of  the  House  of 

20  Representatives  is  amended — 

21  (1)  by  striking  out  the  conmia  after  "301"  and  in- 

22  serting  in  lieu  thereof  "or";  and 

23  (2)  by  striking  out  ",  or  310". 
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1  AMENDMENTS  TO  THE  BUDGET  AND  ACCOUNTING  ACT, 

2  1921 

3  Sec.  5.  (a)  Section  2  of  the  Budget  and  Accountiiig  Act, 

4  1921,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 

5  new  item: 

6  ''The  term  'two-fiscal-year  period'  shall  have  the  same 

7  meaning  as  in  section  3(6)  of  the  Congressional  Budget  and 

8  Impoundment  Control  Act  of  1974.". 

9  (bKl)  The  matter  preceding  paragraph  (1)  of  section 

10  201(a)  of  the  Budget  and  Accounting  Act,  1921,  is  amended 

11  to  read  as  follows: 

12  "Sec.  201.  (a)  The  President  shall  transmit  to  Congress 

13  during  the  first  fifteen  days  of  the  first  regular  session  of  each 

14  Congress  the  Budget  for  the  two-fiscal-year  period  beginning 

15  on  October  1  of  the  year  in  which  such  session  occurs.  The 

16  Budget  shall  set  forth  the  President's  Budget  message,  sum- 

17  mary  data  and  text,  and  supporting  detail.  The  Budget  shall 

18  set  forth  in  such  form  and  detail  as  the  President  may  deter- 

19  mine—". 

20  (2)  Section  201(a)  of  such  Act  is  further  amended — 

21  (A)  by  striking  out  "the  ensuing  fiscal  year  and 

22  projections  for  the  four  fiscal  years  immediately  follow- 

23  ing  the  ensuing  fiscal  year"  in  paragraph  (5)  and  in- 

24  serting  in  lieu  thereof  "each  fiscal  year  in  the  ensuing 

25  two-fiscal-year  period  and  projections  for  the  four  fiscal 
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1  years  immediately  following  the  second  fiscal  year  and 

2  the  ensuing  two-fiscal-year  period"; 

3  (B)  by  inserting  "even-numbered"  before  "year" 

4  the  last  place  it  appears  in  such  paragraph; 

5  (C)  by  striking  out  "the  ensuing  fiscal  year  and 

6  projections  for  the  four  fiscal  years  inunediately  follow- 

7  ing  the  ensuing  fiscal  year"  in  paragraph  (6)  and  in- 

8  serting  m  lieu  thereof  "each  fiscal  year  in  the  ensuing 

9  two-fiscal-year  period  and  projections  for  the  four  fiscal 

10  years  immediately  following  the  second  fiscal  year  in 

11  the  ensuing  two-fiscal-year  period"; 

12  (D)  by  striking  out  "the  ensuing  fiscal  year"  in 

13  paragraph  (9)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "each  fiscal 

14  year  in  the  ensuing  two-fiscal-year  period"; 

15  (E)  by  striking  out  "the  ensuing  fiscal  year"  in 

16  paragraph  (12)(A)  and  inserting  in  Keu  thereof  "each 

17  fiscal  year  in  the  ensuing  two-fiscal-year  period"; 

18  (F)  by  striking  out  "each  of  the  four  fiscal  years, 

19  immediately   following   that   ensuing   fiscal   year"   in 

20  paragraph  (12)(B)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "each  of 

21  the  four  fiscal  years  immediately  following  the  second 

22  fiscal  year  in  the  ensuing  two-fiscal-year  period"; 

23  (G)  by  striking  out  "the  ensuing  fiscal  year"  each 

24  place  it  appears  in  paragraph  (13)  and  inserting  in  lieu 
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1  thereof  "each  fiscal  year  in  the  ensuing  two-fiseal-year 

2  period";  and 

3  (H)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 

4  new  sentence:  ''During  the  first  fifteen  days  of  the 

5  second  regular  session  of  each  Congress,  the  President 

6  shall  transmit  to  the  Congress  any  revisions  the  Presi- 

7  dent  considers  appropriate  in  the  Budget  transmitted  in 

8  the  first  regular  session  of  that  Congress.". 

9  (c)  Section  201(b)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

10  (1)  by  inserting  "odd-numbered"  before  "year" 

11  the  first  place  it  appears  in  the  matter  preceding  para- 

12  graph  (1); 

13  (2)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  in  such  matter 

14  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "two-fiscal-year  period"; 

15  and 

16  (3)  by  striking  out  "that  ensuing  fiscal  year"  each 

17  place  it  appears  in  paragraphs  (1)  and  (3)  and  inserting 

18  in  lieu  thereof  "each  fiscal  year  in  that  ensuing  two- 

19  fiscal-year  period". 

20  (d)  Section  201(c)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

21  (1)  by  striking  out  "the  first  four  fiscal  years  fol- 

22  lowing  the  ensuing  fiscal  year"  in  paragraph  (1)  and 

23  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "each  fiscal  year  in  the  first 

24  two  of  the  two-fiscal-year  periods  following  the  ensuing 

25  two-fiscal-yeifiu"  period"; 
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1  (2)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  years  following  such  en- 

2  suing  fiscal  year"  in  paragraph  (2)  and  inserting  in  lieu 

3  thereof  "each  fiscal  year  in  the  first  two  of  the  two- 

4  fiscal-year  periods  following  such  ensuing  two-fiscal- 

5  year  period";  and 

6  (3)  by  striking  out  "ensuing  fiscal  year"  and  in- 

7  serting  in  lieu  thereof  "ensuing  two-fiscal-year  period". 

8  (e)  Section  201(d)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

9  (1)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  and  inserting  in 

10  lieu  thereof  "two-fiscal-year  period";  and 

1 1  (2)  by  inserting  a  comma  and  "for  each  fiscal  year 

12  in  such  two-fiscal-year  period,"  after  "separately".. 

13  (f)  Section  201(e)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

14  (1)  by  striking  out  "each  fiscal  year"  and  insert- 

15  ing  in  lieu  thereof  "each  two-fiscal-year  period";  and 

16  (2)  by  striking  out  "such  fiscal  year"  and  inserting 

17  in  lieu  thereof  "each  fiscal  year  in  such  two-fiscal-year 

18  period". 

19  (g)  Section  201(f)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

20  (1)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  in  the  matter  pre- 

21  ceding  paragraph  (1)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "two- 

22  fiscal-year  period"; 

23  (2)  by  striking  out  "completed  fiscal  year"  in 

24  paragraph  (1)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "two  com- 

25  pleted  fiscal  years"; 
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1  (3)  by  insertmg  "each"  before  "such  fiscal  year;" 

2  in  such  paragraph; 

3  (4)  by  striking  out  "completed  fiscal  year"  in 

4  paragraph  (2)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ''two  com- 

5  pleted  fiscal  years"; 

6  (5)  by  inserting  "each"  before  "such  year"  each 

7  place  it  appears  in  such  paragraph;  and 

8  (6)  by  inserting  "each"  before  "such  fiscal  year" 

9  each  place  it  appears  in  paragraph  (3). 

10  (h)  Section  201(g)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

11  (1)  by  inserting  "odd-numbered"  before   "year" 

12  the  first  place  it  appears  in  the  first  sentence; 

13  (2)  by  striking  out  "the  ensuing  fiscal  year"  in 

14  such  sentence  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "each  fiscal 

15  year  in  the  ensuing  two-fiscal-year  period"; 

16  (3)  by  inserting  "odd-numbered"  before   "year" 

17  the  first  place  it  appears  in  the  third  sentence;  and 

18  (4)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  each  place  it  ap- 

19  pears  in  the  last  sentence  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

20  "two-fiscal-year  period". 

21  (i)  Section  201(h)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

22  (1)  by  striking  out  "fiscal  year"  the  first  and 

23  second  places  it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

24  "two-fiscal-year  period"; 
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1  (2)  by  inserting  "each  fiscal  year  in"  after  "appro- 

2  priations  for";  and 

3  (3)  by  striking  out  "such  succeeding"  and  insert- 

4  ing  in  lieu  thereof  "each  such". 

5  (j)  Section  201(i)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

6  (1)  by  striking  out  "each  fiscal  year,  beginning 

7  with  the  fiscal  year  ending  September  30,  1979"  and 

8  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "each  two-fiscal-year  period, 

9  beginning  with  the  two-fiscal-year  period  beginning  Oc- 

10  tober  1,  1983";  and 

11  (2)  by  inserting  a  comma  and  "for  each  fiscal  year 

12  in  such  two-fiscal-year  period,"  after  "a  presentation". 

13  (k)  Section  202  of  such  Act  (31  U.S.C.  13)  is  amend- 

14  ed— 

15  (1)  by  striking  out  "ensuing  fiscal  year"  each 

16  place  it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "ensuing 

17  two-fiscal-year  period";  and 

18  (2)  by  inserting  "or  the  two-fiscal-year  period  in 

19  progress,  as  the  case  may  be,"  after  "progress,". 

20  (1)  Section  304  of  the  Department  of  Commerce  Appro- 

21  priation  Act,  1963  (31  U.S.C.  25),  is  amended  by  striking 

22  out  "fiscal  year  1964  and  each  succeeding  year"  and  insert- 

23  ing  in  lieu  thereof  "the  two-fiscal-year  period  beginning  on 

24  October    1,    1983,    and    each    succeeding   two-fiscal-year 

25  period". 
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1  (m)  Section  3670  of  the  Revised  Statutes  (31  U.S.C. 

2  624)  is  amended — 

3  (1)  by  striking  out  "annual"; 

4  (2)  by   inserting   "for  a  two-fiscal-year  period" 

5  after  ''service"  the  first  place  it  appears;  and 

6  (3)  by  striking  out  ''year"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

7  thereof  "period". 

8  EPFBCTIVB  DATE 

9  Sec.  6.  The  provisions  of  this  Act  and  the  amendments 

10  made  by  this  Act  shall  take  effect  on  October  1,  1982. 

11  FISCAL  YEAB  1983 

12  Sec.  7.  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  sections  3,  4, 

13  5,  and  6  of  this  Act  and  the  amendments  made  by  such  sec- 

14  tions — 

15  (1)  the  provisions  of  the  Congressional  Budget 

16  and  Impoundment  Control  Act  of  1974  (as  such  provi- 

17  sions  were  in  effect  on  the  day  before  the  effective  date 

18  of  this  Act)  shall  apply  with  respect  to  concurrent  reso- 

19  lutions  on  the  budget  for  such  fiscal  year,  bills  and  res- 

20  olutions  providing  new  budget  authority  or  new  spend- 

21  ing  authority  for  such  fiscal  year,  bills  and  resolutions 

22  authorizing  the  enactment  of  new  budget  authority  for 

23  such  fiscal  year,  the  rescission  and  deferral  oi  budget 

24  authority  for  such  fiscal  year,  and  the  responsibilities  of 
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1  the  Director  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Office  for 

2  such  fiscal  year;  and 

3  (2)  the  provisions  of  the  Budget  and  Accounting 

4  Act,  1921,  shall  apply  with  respect  to  any  amendments 

5  or  revisions  made  by  the  President  in  the  Budget  sub- 

6  mitted  for  such  fiscal  year  pursuant  to  section  201  of 

7  such  Act. 
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